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TESTIMONY  OF  MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS  AND  OTHER 
INTERESTED  INDIVIDUALS  AND  ORGANIZATIONS 


Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
MOBILE  HARBOR  AND  SHIP  CHANNEL,  ALABAMA 

WITNESSES 
EDDEE  BRISTER,  MOBILE  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 

JOHN  P.  CAREY,  GENERAL  MANAGER  OF  ADMINISTRATION,  ALABAMA 
STATE  DOCKS 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

And  the  Chair  yields  to  Chairman  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill  [presiding].  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  good  to  see  our  Alabama  State  Docks  representatives  here. 
We  appreciate  the  great  job  you  do  in  Alabama  and  for  that  part 
of  the  country,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  And  your  growth  is  continuing, 
and  I  follow  you  very  closely  and  we  appreciate  you.  So  we  are 
looking  forward  to  hearing  from  you.  And  you  may  take  all  the 
time  you  want,  as  long  as  you  limit  it  to  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Brister.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee, 
we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  today  to  address  you,  along  with 
John  Carey,  the  General  Manager  of  the  Alabama  State  Docks  in 
charge  of  administration. 

I  am  Eddie  Brister,  I  am  Vice  President  for  Mobile  Bay  Towing, 
and  I  represent  the  Mobile  area  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

The  statement  today  is  presented  on  behalf  of  over  2,400  mem- 
bers of  the  Mobile  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  support  of  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  requirements  associated  with  water  projects  in  the 
Mobile  area. 

The  vital  benefits  of  our  Port  in  Mobile  are  recognized  through- 
out our  community  and  the  region.  And  we  are  grateful  for  the  ef- 
forts of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  completion  and  deepening 
of  our  channel  to  45  feet  and  their  ongoing  efforts  in  having  our 
inner  harbor  once  again  maintained  to  the  full  project  depth  and 
width. 

One  of  the  benefits  of  our  channel  is  the  45  percent  increase  in 
coal  exports  this  fiscal  year  to  10  million  tons.  The  underlying  ben- 
efits to  the  shippers  and  receivers  with  the  deeper  channel  was 
achieving  more  cargo  on  each  ship.  Also,  Mobile  has  recently  signed 
a  three-year  contract,  whereby  one  million  tons  of  low  sulfur  coal 
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is  imported  to  our  port  from  Venezuela,  blended  with  Illinois  coal, 
transshipped  to  Florida  Power  and  Light.  So  it  is  obvious  that  the 
proper  maintenance  of  our  port  is  vital,  not  only  to  our  immediate 
area,  but  other  portions  of  the  Nation. 

There  is  continuing  concern,  of  course,  to  maintain  the  author- 
ized draft  at  the  Port  of  Mobile  and  its  role  in  the  movement  of 
international  commerce  as  well  as  the  port's  vital  role  in  our  area 
economy.  Of  particular  importance  is  the  appropriation  request  by 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  $18  million  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  Mobile  Harbor. 

However,  we  are  concerned  about  the  President's  proposal  to 
cease  the  operation  and  maintenance  funding  for  shallow  draft  har- 
bors that  do  not  contribute  to  the  Harbor  Maintenance  Trust  Fund. 
If  enacted,  we  feel  this  proposal  would  have  a  very  detrimental  eco- 
nomic effect  on  the  offshore  oil  and  gas  industry  out  of  Dauphin  Is- 
land, the  commercial  seafood  industry  and  the  boat  building  and 
water-related  tourism.  These  impacts  would  be  national  in  scope 
and  not  just  local. 

We  do  appreciate  and  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present 
this  statement  in  support  of  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  allocations, 
and  we  respectfully  request  that  this  statement  be  included  and 
made  a  part  of  the  permanent  record  of  these  hearings. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carey.  Mr.  Chairman — and  also,  Mr.  Chairman,  obviously, 
we  were  disappointed  to  see  the  change,  to  a  degree,  but  having 
worked  with  Mr.  Myers  previously,  we  are  just  as  excited  to  be 
here  again  this  year.  We  are  very  comfortable  with  the  teamwork 
that  you  have  shown  in  the  past  and  we  know  that  it  is  going  to 
continue  to  support  Mobile. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  are  just  as  welcome.  Tom  and  I  have  worked  to- 
gether for  years,  and  it  hasn't  changed  any. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  served  together  so  long,  we  agreed  long  ago  not 
to  write  a  book. 

Mr.  Carey.  I  would  like  to  add  a  few  comments  to  Mr.  Brister's 
presentation. 

And  please  don't  take  my  comments  as  a  love-in  with  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  because,  frankly,  we  practice  some  tough  love  down 
there  in  Mobile  district,  and  what  they  are  able  to  do  for  us.  But 
as  Eddie  indicated,  what  we  are  seeing  in  Mobile  is  proof  positive 
that  the  joint  partnership  between  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  State  of  Alabama  and  the  operating  facilities  at  the  Alabama 
State  Docks  is  the  right  way  to  go. 

With  the  Water  Resource  Development  Act  of  1986,  we  were  al- 
lowed to  deepen  our  bay  channel  to  45  feet.  The  first  few  years 
after  that  happened,  we  did  have  some  major  problems  with  the 
shoaling  of  that  particular  channel.  It  resulted  in  about  two  years 
ago  of  a  budget  request  of  almost  $25  million  to  maintain  that 
channel. 

Through  our  close  work  and  cooperation  with  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers in  Mobile  District  and  some  modification  of  their  dredging 
contracting  policies  and  the  like;  not  only  have  we  now  for  2.5 
years  had  a  very  fine  channel,  resulting  in  the  major  increase  in 
cargo  tonnage  coming  through  the  Port  of  Mobile,  but  we  have 


Mr.  Bevill.  Can  you  wrap  it  up  there?  Your  five  minutes  is  up. 

Mr.  Carey.  Yes,  sir. 

We  have  been  able  to  continue  to  improve  the  performance  and 
would  anticipate  further  growth  in  the  future. 

With  that,  my  full  statement,  along  with  Mr.  Brister's  is  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Your  full  statements  by  each  of  you  will  be  made  a 
part  of  the  record. 

And,  Chairman  Myers,  and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  take  a  great  deal 
of  credit  for  you  having  a  45-foot  channel.  And  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
there  are  only  six  in  the  country,  and  that  was  one  of  the  six.  And 
so,  we  are  pleased  that  you  could  come. 

Thank  you  for  your  good  work. 

Mr.  Carey.  Thank  you,  sir. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Brister  and  Mr.  Carey  follow:] 
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VICE  CHAIRMAN,  POSa   &  VtATERHAYS  TRSK   FGRCE 

MOBII£  AREA  CHAMBER  GF  C0M4ERCE 

MOBILE,  ALABAMA 


On  behalf  of  operating  and  maintenance  funding  of  the  U.  S.  Anny  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  Mobile  Harbor,  Fiscal  Year  1996,  in  the  sum  of  $17,780,000 
before  the  Subccnmittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development,   Honorable  John 
Myers,  Chairman,  Washington,  D.  C,  March  21,  1995. 

This  statement  also  supports  funding  of  operating  and  maintenance  for  the 
Alabama-Coosa  Watervra.y,  the  Warrior-Tdnibigbee  Watervra.y,  the  Tennessee- 
Tarbi^Dee  Waterway  and  the  Gulf  Intercoastal  Waterway. 

In  addition  this  statement  supports  continued  funding  of  expansion  of  the 
Port  of  Bayou  La  Batre  at  the  current  scheduled  program  rate. 


Mr.  Chairman; 

I  am  John  Carey,  General  Manager  of  Administration,  for  the  Alabama  State 
Docks.  For  the  last  several  years,  I  have  had  the  opportvinity  to  appear 
before  this  siibccnmittee  to  discuss  the  successes  and  challenges  of  the 
Alabana  State  Docks,  the  Port  of  Mobile  and  the  waterways  transportation 
systems  which  bring  cargo  to  and  fran  the  Port  of  Mctoile. 

Development  of  my  testimony  each  year  has  presented  a  challenge  as  I 
attenpted  to  find  new  and  interesting  ways  to  portray  our  unique  situation. 
Initially,  this  year  appeared  to  be  even  more  difficult  given  the 
realignment  of  Congress.  Given;  however,  the  continuity  of  the  overall 
leadership  structure  of  this  subccnmittee,  I  am  confortable  that  there 
remains  an  understanding  of  the  role  our  port  plays  in  the  national 
econcny.  We  continue  to  ^preciate  the  dedication  you  and  your  siibcotmittee 
have  demonstrated  over  the  years  in  support  of  the  national  and  regional 
waterway  transportation  systems  upon  vM.ch  we  rely. 

The  State  of  Alabama,  with  almost  1300  miles  of  inland  waterway 
transportation  capability,  has  more  such  mileage  than  any  other  state.  Four 
of  our  six  waterway  systems  are  shared  with  our  neighboring  states  and  are 
therefore  truly  key  to  interstate  ccranerce.  The  Port  of  Mobile,  as  the 
state's  only  deep  water  port  and  the  terminus  of  the  Tennessee-Tonbigbee 
Waterway,  plays  an  ever  increasing  role  in  not  only  our  state's  econory  but 
the  region  and  the  national  inland  waterway  system.  Therefore,  without 
exception  we  strongly  support  the  continuing  funding  of  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  Alabama-Coosa  Waterway,  the  Tennessee  Waterway,  the 
Warrior-TCinbigbee  Waterway,  the  Chattahoochee-i^jalachicola  Waterway,  the 
Tennessee-Tonbi^see  Waterway  and  the  Gulf  Intercoastal  Canal  Waterway. 

We  are  also  very  concerned  and  supportive  of  the  continued  fvill  fxonding  of 
those  Corps  of  Engineers'  projects  vAiich  support  ccnmercial  fishing  within 
the  State  of  Alabama  such  as  the  Bayou  La  Batre  project. 

In  the  past  65  years,  the  Alabama  State  Docks,  as  a  revenue  based  state 
agency,  has  been  able  to  develop  an  infrastructure  that  is  valued  at  over 
one  half  a  biJLlion  dollars.  This  infrastructure,  and  our  pjarticipation  as  a 
cost  sharing  partner  in  the  developmsnt  of  the  Mobile  Harbor  Federal  Project 
has  cone  f rem  revenues  generated  by  our  activities  not  fran  tax  generated 
fionds. 

We  currently  have  a  very  aggressive  strategic  rehabilitation  and  ejqjansion 
effort  ongoing  which  wiJ.1  add  approximately  one  hundred  million  dollars  to 
cur  infrastructure  base.  Again,  all  funded  as  a  result  of  revenues  produced 
fran  our  op)erations,  not  fran  the  tax  base.  I  oiphasize  this  pxaint  strongly 
because  of  the  continuing  false  pierception  that  port  and  waterway  pirojects, 
such  as  ours,  are  a  false  econany  draining  tax  dollars  as  a  result  of 
"pork. " 

I  would  also  like  to  highlight  that  funding  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 


operation  and  maintenance  of  port  facilities  is  founded  in  the  Harbor 
Maintenance  Trust  Fund.  This  fund  last  year  produced  646  million  dollars  of 
revenue  to  the  federal  government,  but  vAiich  returned  only  a  little  over  477 
million  dollars  to  the  generators  of  this  revenue.  It  is  estimated  that  the 
fund  vdll  generate  717  million  dollars  this  year,  but  return  only  500 
million  dollars  to  the  user  ccnnunity. 

The  Alabama  State  Docks  is  tniLy  an  intermodal  port  that  handles  a  nultitude 
of  cargo  types.  The  Water  Resources  Develc^ment  Act  of  1986  provided  the 
Port  of  Mc±)ile  with  an  increaised  capability  to  serve  both  our  national  and 
international  role.  As  a  result  of  close  coordination  and  cooperation 
between  the  Alabama  State  Docks  and  the  U.  S.  Amy  Corps  of  Engineers  Mobile 
District,  we  have  seen  an  ever-increasing  payoff  fran  our  joint 
investments.  Fran  a  transportation  medium  prospective,  the  Alabana  State 
Docks,  in  the  last  year,  saw  an  increase  of  s^proxinete  nine  percent. 
Broken  dcwn  in  detail,  there  has  been  a  four  percent  increase  in  rail 
traffic,  nine  percent  increase  in  barge  traffic,  sixteen  percent  increase  in 
truck  traffic  and  a  fourteen  percent  increase  in  deep  water  ship  traiffic. 

Frcm  a  cargo  prospective,  the  Alabama  State  Docks  has  seen  an  overall  six 
percent  increase.  In  our  bulk  ore  cperations,  the  increase  was  four 
percent,  in  coal,  it  was  ten  percent  and  in  break-bulk  cargo,  it  Wcis 
seventeen  percent.  We  are  extremely  excited  about  a  recent  estinate  which 
indicates  that  our  handling  of  coal  in  the  next  fiscal  year  will  reflect  an 
increase  of  almost  40  percent.  A  large  part  of  the  credit  for  this  increase 
can  go  to  the  reliability  of  the  45  foot  channel  v\M.ch  has  been  fully 
operational  for  the  past  two  and  one-half  years,  a  result  of  the  inaproved 
performance  of  the  Mobile  District  Corps  of  Engineers  naintenance  dredging 
program. 

When  the  Water  Resource  Develcpnent  Act  of  1986  was  passed  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  was  directed,  without  supporting  studies,  to  change  its  operation 
maintenance  procedures  for  handling  of  dredged  material  for  the  Mobile 
Harbor  Project  frcm  one  of  in-bay  disposal  to  offshore  disposed.  This 
change  resulted  in  a  direct  increase  of  the  cost  of  maintenance  of  our 
channel  by  sane  five  to  seven  times  and  ciibninating  in  a  requirement  for  a 
budget  two  years  ago  of  almost  25  million  dollars. 

Again,  as  a  result  of  the  close  cooperation  and  coordination  between  the 
Alabama  State  Docks  and  the  Mdaile  District  Corps  of  Engineers,  we  have 
successfully  reduced  this  O&M  requirement  to  the  requested  $17,800,000  that 
is  shown  in  the  FY  '96  budget  vrtiich  we  are  discussing  today. 

It  mist  be  recognized;  however,  that  this  is  still  seme  eight  to  ten  million 
dollars  over  v*iat  it  cost  to  maintain  this  channel  prior  to  the  Water 
Resource  Development  Act  of  1986.  This  is  an  excellent  exaitple  of  the  cost 
of  environmental  consciousness. 

Unfortunately,  despite  the  good  news  above,  we,  in  Alabama,  and  more 
particularly,  in  Mi±)ile,  are  deeply  concerned  with  the  proposals  currently 


being  made  to  reduce  the  federal  budget.  Many  of  them  will  have  direct 
negative  iotpact  on  the  econony  of  our  state  and  region.  Those  v*io  are  the 
source  of  these  prc^xjsals  are  falling  into  the  trap  that  the  funds  e3q)ended 
for  waterways  construction  and  c^jeration  and  maintenance  are  unwarranted  or 
not  national  in  scope. 

Waterways  systems  projects  are  highly  intertwined  and  not  as  easily 
separable  as  scne  would  like  to  portray.  For  example,  there  is  discussion 
on  closing  out  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  continuing  resolution  authority. 
Such  projects,  vMle  not  producing  re\'enue  for  the  Harbor  Maintenance  Trust 
Fund,  do  provide  an  access  whereby  locally  produced  goods  can  be  transported 
to  the  Port  of  Mobile  more  econcmically  and  with  less  environmental  cost. 
It  provides  our  ccmnercial  fishing  industry  with  better  access  to  both 
fishing  grounds  and  markets.  Our  sport  and  recreational  fishing  industry 
are  better  able  to  serve  their  tourist  clientele.  The  vessels  which  si^jport 
our  in-bay  and  offshore  natural  gas  industry  are  better  served  as  a  resiiLt 
and  of^rtunities  for  safe  haven  of  all  types  of  vessels  is  ircre  readily 
available  in  the  event  of  inpending  storms. 

Proposals  for  a  major  restructuring  of  funding  of  flood  control  projects 
concerns  us  greatly.  In  that  you  cannot  separate  those  structures  that  are 
provided  for  flood  control  and  their  iitpact  upon  the  navigations  systems, 
they  go  hand  in  hand. 

Last  year  the  port  ccnmunity  was  bouyed  by  the  fact  that  President  Clinton 
acknowledged  the  existence  of  a  dredging  crisis  within  the  United  States  and 
established  a  Federal  Interagency  Task  Force  to  find  a  solution  to  that 
crisis.  Today  we  are  dismayed.  The  Task  Force  Report  has  been  published. 
It  resolves  none  of  the  issues  but  articulated  18  new  reccnmendations  that 
will  require  more  study  and  more  time  vitnle  our  industry  suffers  study 
gridlock. 

We  were  bouyed  when  the  Department  of  Transportation  began  to  propose  the 
establishment  of  a  true  national  transportation  system  vMch  included 
waterways  and  ports  as  a  key  element.  Again,  having  reviewed  the  Department 
of  Transportation  working  p^)er  on  the  criteria  for  identifying  the  National 
Transportation  System,  we  are  dismayed  in  that  this  National  Transportation 
System  would  address  only  a  70  to  80  percent  of  our  waterbome  cargo  and 
potentially  only  twenty  percent  of  the  inland  waterway  systems. 

There  are  nany  other  similar  issues  vdaich  leads  us  to  believe  that  there  is 
a  significant  threat  to  the  continuing  viability  of  the  U.  S.  Inland 
Waterway  Systen  and  the  deep  water  ports  \Anjch  are  so  essential  to  the 
ccnpetitiveness  of  the  U.  S.  econcny  in  the  international  market  place. 

In  closing  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  again  appear  before  this  group 
to  voice  our  support  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  funding  requirements  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996  and  to  inplore  that  you  take  the  lead  in  educating  those 
who  have  a  limited  or  false  understanding  of  the  need  for  a  joint  federal, 
state  and  local  role  in  the  funding  and  the  success  of  our  navigation 

-  3  - 


transpartation  system. 

Ilie  Alabana  State  Dcxrks  Dq>artinent  respectfully  requests  that  this  statement 
be  incorpcjrated  in  and  made  a  permanent  part  of  the  record  of  proceedings  of 
these  hecurings. 


SD^HMEOT  OF 

J.   EDGAR  BRISEER 
VICE  CBAIRMAN,   PGRT  &  VIATERNAXS  73WSK  FOBCE 
MOBILE  ARE21  CHAIGER  OF  CXMIERCE 
AL 


THE  HOUSE  SUBOCMCnTEX:  GN  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
E3IERS3f  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
D.   C. 


MARCH  21,    1995 
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This  statement  is  presented  on  behalf  of  the  over  2,400  business  menbers  of 
the  Mt±)ile  Area  Chanber  of  Ccninerce  in  support  of  the  f  isceil  year  1996 
budget  requirenents  associated  with  the  waterways  projects  in  the  Mcbile 


Our  Port  &  Waterways  Task  Force  is  ccnprised  of  all  segments  of  the  maritime 
camunity  in  the  Port  of  Mobile.  Menbers  include  pilots,  tug  and  to^4x>at 
operators,  shipping  agents,  marine  suppliers,  stevedores  and  terminal 
operators.  We  feel  that  our  task  force  is  very  representative  of  the  marine 
interests  in  our  port  area. 

The  vital  benefits  of  our  port  in  Mcbile  are  recognized  throughout  our 
connunity  and  the  region,  and  we  are  extremely  grateful  for  efforts  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  conpletion  of  deepening  our  channel  to  45  feet  and 
their  ongoing  efforts  in  having  our  inner  harbor  once  again  maintained  to 
its  full  project  depth  and  width. 

Of  continuing  concern  is  the  necessity  to  maintain  the  authorized  draft  at 
the  Port  of  Mobile  in  its  role  in  the  movanent  of  international  ccnmerce  as 
well  as  the  port's  vital  role  in  the  area's  econoty.  Of  particular 
iirportance  is  the  afprcpriation  request  by  the  U.  S.  Amy  Corps  of  Engineers 
for  $17,780,000  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  in  our  Mcbile  harbor. 

We  also  request  that  funding  be  provided  for  the  following  activities  in  the 
local  area. 
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A.  Bayou  La  Batre  Channel  (O&M)  $  455,000 

B.  Bayou  I^  Batre  Channel  (Construction)   $1,000,000 

C.  Bayou  Coden  (O&M)  $  231,000 

D.  The  portion  of  the  Gulf  Intercoastal 

Waterway  in  our  area  (O&M)  $3,172,000 

E.  Dai:?jhin  Island  Bay  (O&M)  $  252,000 

F.  Dog  &  Fowl  Rivers  (O&M)  $  505,000 

However,  we  are  concerned  about  the  President's  proposal  to  cease  the 
cperation  and  maintenance  funding  for  shallow  draft  harbors  that  do  not 
contribute  to  the  harbor  Maintenance  Fund  and  certain  shallow  draft 
channels.  If  enacted,  these  prc^xssals  would  have  a  detrimental  economic 
effect  on  offshore  oil  and  gas  develc^ment,  the  comnercial  seafood  industry 
and  water  related  tourism.  The  impacts  would  be  national  in  scope-not  just 
local. 

We  have  furnished  a  statement  of  sufport  to  our  friends  at  the  Warrior- 
Tcmbi^aee  Development  Associatioai  and  the  Coosa  Alabama  River  Inprovenent 
AssociaticHi,  Inc.  and  would  request  that  edl  consideraticMi  possible  be  given 
to  approving  the  operations  and  annual  nmntenance  expropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1996  Corps  budget  requests  for  those  projects. 

We  appreciate  and  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  statement  to 
the  Ccnmittee  in  support  of  fiscal  year  1996  budget  cLllocatioais  as  stated 
above.  We  respectfully  request  that  this  statement  be  included  and  nade  a 
part  of  the  permanent  record  of  these  hearings. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 

TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORITY  AND  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  PROGRAMS 

WITNESSES 

JANICE  L.  JONES,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  TENNESSEE  RIVER  VALLEY 
ASSOCIATION,  TRVA 

DAVID  L.  NICHOLS,  TRVA  PRESIDENT,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  lUKA,  MIS- 
SISSIPPI 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next,  we  have  Ms.  Janice  Jones,  the  Executive  Di- 
rector of  the  Tennessee  River  Valley  Association. 

Ms.  Jones.  Grood  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Congressman  Be- 
vill. It  is  a  pleasure  for  us  to  be  here  with  you  again  today. 

I  am  Janice  Jones,  Executive  Director  of  the  Tennessee  River 
Valley  Association,  a  nonprofit,  nonpartisan  economic  development 
organization,  serving  the  Tennessee  Valley  Region. 

Appearing  with  me  today  is  our  TRVA  President,  David  Nichols. 
David  is  a  CPA  and  also  Mayor  of  luka,  Mississippi.  We  have  a 
number  of  folks  with  us  in  the  audience. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  this  association  supports  the  Ten- 
nessee Valley  Authority.  We  feel  like  it  is  vital  to  the  people  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Region  and  we  humbly  ask  that  this  committee 
support  the  President's  suggested  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

We  understand  the  problems  that  we  are  facing  in  this  country 
with  money,  so  we  would  like  to  highlight  three  things  that  fall 
under  TVA  budget  that  we  feel  plays  a  vital  economic  role,  not  just 
as  waterway  projects  or  other  things,  but  has  tremendous  economic 
impact  on  the  valley. 

One  is  the  Pickwick  Channel  Modification  Project.  We  have  men- 
tioned this  to  you  over  the  years,  and  we  feel  very,  very  strongly, 
we  are  very  happy  to  report  that  during  fiscal  year  1995,  beginning 
in  July,  TVA  has  made  a  commitment  to  begin  removing  the  under- 
water rock  ledge  below  Pickwick  Lock  and  Dam.  We  have  had  a 
number  of  barge  groundings  at  this  location. 

Fortunately,  there  have  been  no  groundings  that  involved  haz- 
ardous cargoes  that  would  have  sustained  a  leak.  But  we  are  sit- 
ting on  a  time  bomb.  We  are  delighted  to  be  able  to  look  at  getting 
this  project  started  in  July.  It  would  be  finished  in  December; 
would  be  paid  for  over  two  fiscal  year  periods. 

Chickamauga  Lock  Project,  before  when  we  have  talked  with  you 
about  this,  as  you  know,  we  have  a  very  small  single  barge  lock 
that  exists  at  Chickamauga  Dam.  The  concrete  is  growing;  the 
structure  is  weakening;  we  are  in  dire  need  of  doing  some  correc- 
tive measures  there.  We  now  have  four  different  options  of  things 
that  can  be  done  at  Chickamauga.  Those  are  included  in  the  com- 
plete statement. 

We  also  support  the  Environmental  Research  Center  at  Muscle 
Shoals,  Alabama.  We  feel  like  they  are  doing  tremendous  work 
there  that  is  not  particularly  duplicated  anywhere  else  in  the  coun- 
try. 

And  also  under  the  Corps  of  Engineers  budget,  we  support  the 
Kentucky  Lock  Project.  We  feel  like  this  is  vital  to  keeping  our  wa- 
terways system  throughout  the  country,  because  it  is  the  gateway 
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from  the  North  and  East  to  the  South  and  to  the  Gulf  and  in  re- 
verse. And  we  feel  like  it  is  a  major  undertaking  that  needs  to  be 
done. 

It  does  need  to  be  included  in  the  Water  Resources  Act  of  1995. 
We  appreciate  the  funding  that  this  committee  has  been  able  to  see 
that  is  there  to  sustain  this  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  very  brief.  We  would  like  to  submit  our 
complete  statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Without  objection,  your  entire  statement  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record.  And  we  appreciate  your  fine  presen- 
tation and  your  support  of  the  TVA  and  the  environmental  center 
there  at  TVA. 

Ms.  Jones.  We  appreciate  the  work  of  this  committee. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Jones  follows:] 
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Tennessee  River  Valley  Association 


ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
MARCH  21,  1995 

TESTIMONY  SUMMARY 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  this  Committee,  I  am  Jan  Jones,  Executive 
Director  of  TRVA,  a  regional,  economic  development  association.  Appearing 
with  me  today  is  TRVA's  president,  David  Nichols.  David  is  a  CPA  and 
Mayor  of  luka,  Mississippi. 

This  association  supports  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority's  FY96 
budget  request.  We  humbly  ask  that  TVA's  funding  be  maintained  at  the 
level  recommended  in  the  President's  budget.  We  also  want  to  ask  your 
support  for  several  specific  projects  under  TVA's  budget,  as  follows: 

*  PICKWICK  CHANNEL  MODIFICATION  PROJECT  -  During  FY95  TVA  is 
scheduled  to  begin  widening  the  narrow  navigation  channel  below  Pickwick 
Lock  to  reduce  the  number  of  barge  groundings  that  are  occurring  in  this 
narrow  channel.  Several  of  the  groundings  have  involved  hazardous 
cargoes.  Fortunately,  no  spills  have  resulted.  TVA's  FY96  budget  request 
includes  S5  million  to  complete  the  project. 

*  CHICKAMAUGA  LOCK  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  -  TVA  is  nearing  completion  of 
a  comprehensive  review  of  alternatives  to  correct  the  navigation  and 
structural  problems  at  Chickamauga  Lock.  TVA's  FY96  budget  request 
includes  SI  million  to  initiate  design  on  the  selected  alternative.  The 
four  alternatives  being  considered  are:  (1)  permanently  close  the  lock, 
(2)  18-month  closure  for  major  rehabilitation  in  2003  and  2004.  (3) 
interim  repairs  that  would  postpone  a  major  rehabilitation  until  2025,  and 
( i)    new  lock  construction. 

*  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARCH  CENTER  (ERC)  -  We  urge  you  to  provide 
funding  in  TVA's  FY96  budget  for  continuing  the  significant  work  of  TVA's 
Environmental  Research  Center  at  Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama.  The  Center  is 
finding  economical  ways  to  solve  the  environmental  problems  that  threaten 
the  region  and  the  nation's  air,  water,  and  land  resources. 

We  also  request  support  the  following  project  under  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  FY96  budget. 

*  KENTUCKY  LOCK  ADDITION  PROJECT  -  The  feasibility  report  has  been 
approved  for  a  new  110'  x  1200'  lock  at  Kentucky  Dam.  The  next  step  is 
authorization  in  the  1995  Water  Resources  Development  Act.  We  support  a 
continuation  of  funding  for  the  Kentucky  Lock  project  in  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  FY96  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  having  this  opportunity  to  appear  before 
this  Committee  and  respectfully  urge  that  you  give  thoughtful 
consideration  to  our  request.   Thank  you. 


City  Hall  Tower   P.O.  Box  1745   Decatur.  Alabama  35602   205/355-4660 


15 

Tennessee  River  Valley  Association 


ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  21,  1995 

TESTIMONY 

Mr.  Chairman.  Members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for 
allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  appear  here  today.  I  am  Jan 
Jones,  Executive  Director  of  the  Tennessee  River  Valley 
Association  (TRVA),  a  regional,  non-partisan  economic 
development  association  representing  the  citizens  of  the  seven 
states  encompassing  the  Tennessee  Valley.  Appearing  with  me 
today  is  TRVA's  President,  David  Nichols.  David  is  a  CPA  and 
Mayor  of  luka,  Mississippi. 

Each  year  the  TRVA  membership  selects  several  projects  of 
significant  economic  impact  potential  for  our  unified  support. 
It  is  with  humble  respect  that  we  present  these  projects  to 
this  distinguished  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  association  supports  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority's  economic  development  programs  and  we 
request  that  TVA's  FY96  funding  be  maintained  at  the  level 
recommended  m  the  President's  budget.  We  also  want  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of  several  specific 
projects  under  TVA's  FY96  budget,  as  follows: 

*   PICKWICK  CHANNEL  MODIFICATION  PROJECT 

This  project  is  necessary  to  remove  an  underwater  rock 
ledge  that  exists  in  the  sharp  bend  below  Pickwick  Lock  and 
Dam.  It's  been  described  many  times  as  an  "environmental 
accident  waiting  to  happen"  and  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  warns  of 
a  growing  safety  problem. 

The  swiftness  of  the  current.  combined  with  sudden 
fluctuations  of  water  levels  and  today's  increased  tow  sizes 
have  resulted  in  an  increased  number  of  barge  groundings  along 
this  stretch  of  waterway.  Since  1983,  there  have  been 
approximately  30  groundings  reported.  The  USCG  experiences  a 
continuous  problem  keeping  channel  marker  buoys  on  station  in 
this  area.  This  creates  an  ever  increasing  possibility  of  a 
hazardous  or  toxic  spill  should  a  barge  suffer  hull  damage 
upon  grounding. 

There  is  a  clear  responsibility  to  protect  the 
environment  by  removing  the  rock  ledge  and  its  potential  for 
spill  accidents.  Even  one  spill  accident  in  Pickwick  Channel 
could  be  costly,  especially  at  a  time  when  barge  traffic  there 
is  increasing.  Shippers  say  barge  transportation  is  the 
safest,  most  economical  transportation  available  today. 

City  Hall  Tower   P.O.  Box  1 745   Decatur.  Alabama  35602   205/355-4660 
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especially   for   chemicals,   coal,   grains,   wood   products, 
petroleum,  etc. 

During  FY95  TVA  is  scheduled  to  begin  widening  the 
narrow  navigation  channel  below  Pickwick  Lock  to  reduce  the 
number  of  barge  groundings  that  are  occurring  in  this  narrow 
channel.  Several  of  the  groundings  have  involved  hazardous 
cargos.  Fortunately,  no  spills  have  resulted.  TVA's  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  request  includes  $5  million  to  complete  the 
project . 

*   CHICKAMRUGA  LOCK  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

Time  is  running  out  on  deciding  the  future  of  Chickamauga 
Lock,  near  Chattanooga.  TN .  Completed  in  1937,  the  old  lock 
is  showing  signs  of  severe  structural  deterioration.  It  is 
plagued  by  concrete  growth  and  needs  constant  repairs.  To 
make  matters  worse,  the  lock  is  one  of  the  smallest  60'  by 
360')  on  the  Tennessee  River.  It  can  only  accommodate  one 
barge  at  a  time  while  modern  locks  downstream  can  accommodate 
up  to  nine  barges  per  lockage. 

TVA  is  nearing  completion  of  a  comprehensive  review  of 
alternatives  to  correct  the  navigation  and  structural  problems 
at  Chickamauga  Lock.  TVA's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request 
includes  SI  million  to  initiate  design  on  the  selected 
alternative.   The  four  alternatives  being  considered  are: 

1.  Permanently  close  the  lock. 

2.  18-month  closure  for  major  rehabilitation  in  2003  and 
2004. 

3.  Interim  repairs  that  would  postpone  a  major 
rehabilitation  until  2025. 

4.  New  lock  construction. 


*   TVA'S  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARCH  CENTER 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  urge  you  to  provide  funding  for 
continuing  the  significant  work  of  TVA's  Environmental 
Research  Center  at  Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama.  The  Center  is 
finding  ways  to  solve  environmental  problems  that  threaten  the 
region  and  nation's  air,  water,  and  land  resources.  We 
recently  visited  the  Center  and  was  impressed  with  their  work. 
They're  about  to  introduce,  for  example,  a  new 
genetically-engineered  microbe... or  bug... that  eats  only 
PCE's.  Can't  you  imagine  the  millions  of  dollars  this  new, 
low-cost  way  to  clean  up  PCB's  will  save  the  nation  each  year? 
TVA  has  also  come  up  with  a  new  biofilter  made  of  poultry 
litter  and  pine  bark.   This  filter  reduces  the  cost  of 
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removing  toxic  gases  from  a  variety  of  manufacturing 
facilities  by  more  than  50  percent.  Again,  this  development 
offers  savings  to  industry  firms  across  the  country.  TVA  is 
also  working  with  NOAA,  EPA,  DOE,  universities,  and  the 
private  sector  in  measuring  the  ground-level  ozone  problem. 
They're  doing  this  in  the  Nashville,  Tennessee,  area,  but  it 
has  implications  in  cities  where  air  quality  is  already 
threatened.  The  idea  is  to  measure  the  problem  and  provide 
information  to  guide  regulators  in  attacking  the  high-risk 
problems.  This  will  help  assure  that  money  is  spent  on  the 
significant  health-risk  problems. 

These  are  only  three  of  the  significant  things  TVA  is 
doing  at  the  Center.  I  urge  you  to  continue  funding  for  this 
important  work. 


We  also  request  the  following  under  the  U_._S^Army_  Corps 
of  Engineers  FY96  budget. 

*   KENTUCKY  LOCK  ADDITION  PROJECT 

Situated  near  the  mouth  of  the  Tennessee  River,  Kentucky 
Lock  provides  the  only  economical  waterway  access  from  the 
Mississippi,  Illinois,  Missouri  and  Ohio  Rivers  to  the 
Tennessee  Valley  region.  Kentucky  Lock  also  acts  as  the  door 
to  a  backup  system  for  the  inland  waterway.  In  times  of 
drought,  as  in  1988,  an  alternate  route  to  the  lower 
Mississippi  is  available  through  Kentucky  Lock  to  the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  is 
economically  important  as  well  as  beneficial  to  national 
defense . 

Kentucky  Lock's  600"  chamber  is  too  small  to  handle  a 
modern  15-barge  tow  without  two  lockages.  This  greatly 
increases  the  processing  time  and  further  compounds  the 
problem  of  congestion  and  gives  Kentucky  Lock  one  of  the 
highest  transit  times  in  the  inland  waterways.  A  new  110'  x 
1200'  lock  chamber  adjacent  to  the  existing  lock  at  Kentucky 
Dam  is  proposed.  The  project  would  create  about  500  jobs 
during  the  peak  seven  years  of  construction  and  has  a  2.0  to  1 
benefit/cost  ratio. 

The  Feasibility  Report,  approved  June  1,  1992,  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  is  at  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
for  Civil  Works  office  awaiting  their  recommendation  to 
Congress  for  authorization.  The  next  step  is  authorization  in 
the  1995  Water  Resources  Development  Act.  Congress 
appropriated  $500,000  in  FY93  for  continued  design  and 
engineering.  The  ASA(CW)  directed  these  funds  by  expended  for 
reanalysis  of  the  project  formulation.  The  FY94 
Appropriations  Act  directed  that  $2,000,000  be  expended  for 
design  activities,  hydraulic  modeling  and  geotechnical 
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explorations.   An  additional  $2,000,000  was  included  in  the 
Fy95  Appropriation  Act  to  continue  these  activities. 

We  support  a  continuation  of  funding  for  the  Kentucky 
Lock  Project  in  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Fy96  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  excellent  work  of  this 
important  Committee.  It  is  an  honor  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  appear  before  you  today  and  we  respectfully  urge  that  the 
Committee  give  thoughtful  consideration  to  our  requests. 
Thank  you. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
INLAND  WATERWAYS  SYSTEM 

WITNESS 
JOSEPH    E,    LEMA,    VICE    PRESIDENT    FOR    TRANSPORTATION,    NA- 
TIONAL COAL  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next,  is  Mr.  Joe  Lema,  who  is  known  as  Mr.  Na- 
tional Coal  Association. 

Mr.  Lema.  Good  morning,  and  thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  Joe  Lema, 
Vice  President  for  Transportation  of  the  National  Mining  Associa- 
tion. I  appear  before  you  today  to  urge  congressional  approval  of 
fiscal  year  1996 

Mr.  Bevill.  Did  you  say  National  Mining? 

Did  the  Republicans  change  that,  too? 

Mr.  Lema.  No,  this  was  a  nonpartisan  effort  to  combine  the  two, 
sir. 

I  appear  before  you  today 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  what  reinvention  means,  Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  am  learning  more  and  more  what  that  reinvention 
means. 

Mr.  Myers.  And  you  started  it.  Al  Gore  started  it  all. 

Mr.  Lema.  I  appear  before  you  to  urge  congressional  approval  of 
fiscal  year  1996  appropriations  in  the  amount  of  $86  million  for 
construction  and  major  rehabilitation  projects  at  11  lock  and  dam 
sites  on  the  Inland  Waterways  System,  for  preconstruction  engi- 
neering and  design  at  three  additional  lock  and  dam  facilities  on 
the  system,  and  for  a  study  of  additional  lock  and  dam  navigation 
project  needs  on  the  Lower  Ohio  River  between  Louisville  and  the 
junction  of  the  Ohio  and  the  Mississippi  Rivers  at  Cairo,  Illinois. 

Overall,  these  represent  critical  lockage  improvements  and  the 
replacement  of  obsolete,  deteriorated  lock  and  dam  structures  at  lo- 
cations on  the  Ohio,  Monongahela,  Kanawha,  Tennessee  and  Mis- 
sissippi Rivers  and  the  Illinois  waterway.  The  system  of  inter- 
connected inland  and  intracoastal  waterways  in  the  United  States 
is  a  principal  freight  network  for  intermodal  rail/barge  and  truck/ 
barge  distribution  of  commodities  produced  by  the  mining  industry, 
including  coal,  aggregates,  metal  ores,  and  various  minerals  ex- 
tracted from  the  earth,  and  moved  to  the  domestic  consumers  to 
the  Gulf  Coast  port  terminals  from  which  these  commodities  are 
exported  to  other  countries. 

Barge  transportation  services  are  energy  efficient,  cost-effective 
methods  for  shipping  large  amounts  of  bulk  commodities  long  dis- 
tances, free  of  other  surface  traffic  congestion,  which  accrues  to  the 
benefit  of  consumers  who  will  ultimately  bear  the  cost  of  transport- 
ing products  to  market,  and  to  general  public  and  the  communities 
through  which  such  commodities  must  travel  to  reach  end-user 
plants  and  transshipment  terminals. 

However,  the  efficacy  of  barge  transportation  services  relies 
heavily  on  the  capacity  of  the  lockage  facilities  at  lock  and  dam 
sites  to  accommodate  the  current  and  projected  freight  transpor- 
tation demand  in  a  safe  and  efficient  manner;  thus  assuring  the 
competitiveness  of  commodities  carried  by  barge  lines. 
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That  is  why  NMA  urges  this  subcommittee  to  continue  its  proven 
leadership  in  seeking  to  preserve  an  inland  waterways  navigation 
network  which  will  continue  to  serve  as  a  vital  component  of  the 
Nation's  total  intermodal  freight  transportation  infrastructure  ade- 
quate to  meet  current  and  projected  traffic  demands  throughout 
the  11,000-mile  system  of  commercially  navigable  inland  water- 
ways. 

NMA's  member  companies  account  for  approximately  three- 
fourths  of  the  coal  produced  in  the  U.S.,  which  now  totals  more 
than  1  billion  tons  annually,  and  the  vast  majority  of  other  mining 
products  such  as  iron  ore,  copper,  gold,  silver,  uranium,  lead,  zinc, 
phosphates  and  various  other  minerals.  The  Association  was  cre- 
ated on  February  13,  1995,  through  the  merger  of  the  National 
Coal  Association  and  the  American  Mines  Congress  to  establish  the 
National  Mining  Association. 

An  example  of  the  criticality  of  barge  transportation  services  to 
the  mining  industry  is  furnished  by  the  Ohio  River  system  that  in- 
cludes 2,400  miles  of  interconnected  rivers,  including  the  Ohio 
River  main  stem,  from  its  headwaters  at  Pittsburgh  to  its  junction 
with  the  Mississippi  River  at  Cairo,  Illinois,  and  the  Monongahela, 
Kanawha,  Big  Sandy,  Green,  Cumberland,  and  Lower  Tennessee 
Rivers,  which  enable  barge  traffic  on  the  connected  rivers  to  flow 
to  and  from  the  Ohio  River  main  stem. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee, 
in  1992,  out  of  258  million  tons  of  freight  carried  on  the  Ohio  River 
system,  160  million  tons  of  coal  were  transported,  plus  approxi- 
mately 40  million  tons  of  aggregates,  metal  ores  and  other  min- 
erals. That  amounts  to  86  percent  of  all  coal  traffic  on  the  water- 
ways, which  now  totals  about  185  million  tons  annually,  or  1  out 
of  every  5  tons  of  coal  carried  from  mines  in  long-hauls  to  utility 
and  industrial  plants  and  to  Gulf  Coast  port  terminals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  NMA  warmly 
appreciates  this  opportunity  to  appear  at  the  hearing  today  and  we 
would  be  glad  to  answer  your  questions  thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  fine  presentation. 
And  your  entire  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Does  the  Green  River  still  have  commercial  naviga- 
tion? 

Mr.  Lema.  It  does  have.  There  is  coal  moving  on  the  Green  River. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  thought  they  closed  those  locks. 

Mr.  Lema.  The  Kentucky  River  has  the  closures.  The  Green 
River  does,  I  believe,  still  carry  commercial  traffic. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Lema  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  JOSEPH  E.  LEMA 

VICE  PRESIDENT  FOR  TRANSPORTATION 

NATIONAL  MINING  ASSOCIATION 

before  the 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMnTEE 
ON  APPROPIUATIONS.  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Washington,  D.C. 
March  21,  1995 


Introduction  and  Summaiv  of  Request 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Joseph  E.  Lema,  vice  president  for 
transportation  of  the  National  Mining  Association  (NMA).  On  February  13,  1995  the  NMA  was 
created  through  the  merger  of  the  National  Coal  Association  and  the  American  Mining  Congress. 
Our  member  companies  account  for  approximately  three-fourths  of  the  coal  production  in  the  United 
States,  over  one  biUion  tons  annually,  and  the  vast  majority  of  other  minerals  including  iron  ore, 
copper,  gold,  silver,  uranium,  lead,  zinc,  phosphate  and  other  minerals. 

Coal  producers  and  shippers,  together  with  producers  and  shippers  of  other  commodities 
produced  by  the  mining  industry,  are  major  consumers  of  barge  transportation  services  on  the  inland 
and  intracoastal  waterways  system.  Barge  lines  provide  efficient,  competitive  transportation  services 
as  long  as  the  navigation  infrastructure  is  sound.  With  that  in  mind,  NMA  respectfully  requests 
approval  of  Fiscal  1996  appropriations  below. 


Waterway 


NaviatioB  Project 


RcquKtcd  Fiaal  Year  199^  Apprppriations' 

Surveys/  Precoastruction  Construction 


Hi^ga. 


miaois 

Illinois  Waterway 
(rehabiUtation  of 
four  locks  A  <1=.m.;) 

Ohio  River 

$       1.487.000 

Ohio  River 

Uniontown/Ohio  River 
Maimtem  Studv 

Mon.  River 

Monongahcla  River 

Kanawha  R, 

Ohio  River 

Robert  C.  Byrd 
Locks  &  Dam 

f(,.nawha  R, 

11.840.000 

Miss.Riv. 

Mehin  Price 
Locks  and  Dam 

TciHLRiv, 

2.000.000 

'Source:  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Civil  Works),  Fiscal  Year  1996  Civil  Works 
Budget  Request  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  except  that  Kentucky  Locks  and 
Dam  project  is  added  to  table  by  NMA. 
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Inland  Waterways.  Especially  the  Ohio  River  and  Its  Tributaries.  Are  Important  Routes 
for  the  Distribution  of  Commodities  Produced  hy  the  MininE  Industry  in  the  United  States 

Consisting  of  approximately  11,000  miles  of  commercially  navigable  channels,  the  inland 
waterways  are  important  routes  for  the  distribution  of  commodities  produced  by  the  mining  industry 
including  coal,  aggregates,  metal  ores,  and  various  minerals.  Within  Uie  11,000-mile  inland  waterways 
system,  a  2,400-mile  Ohio  River  System  (ORS)  is  particularly  critical  for  the  movement  of  coal, 
aggregates,  metal  ores,  and  minerals.  The  ORS  is  comprised  of  the  Ohio  River  and  its  navigable 
tributaries,  especially  the  Kanawha,  Monongahela,  Big  Sandy,  Green,  Cumberiand,  and  Tennessee 
Rivers.  In  1992  the  ORS  handled  258  million  tons  of  freight,  including  160  million  tons  of  coal  and 
approximately  40  million  tons  of  aggregates,  metal  ores,  and  minerals.  With  160  million  tons  of  coal 
traffic,  representing  more  than  86  percent  of  total  coal  traffic  on  the  inland  waterways  system,  the 
ORS  is  a  crucial  element  of  the  nation's  overall  freight  transportation  infrastructure  for  distributing 
coal  to  utility  and  industrial  plants  and  to  export  terminals  located  at  Gulf  coast  ports.  The  ORS  will 
be  called  upon  to  distribute  even  higher  amounts  of  coal  as  we  move  into  the  21st  century.  The  NMA 
estimates  that  coal  production  in  1994  reached  1.02  billion  tons,  with  total  domestic  and  export  coal 
consumption  at  a  record  1.018  billion  tons,  and  forecasts  coal  consumption  to  rise  to  1.029  billion  tons 
in  1995.  Utility  coal  use  leads  that  growth  with  utility  coal  consumption  of  814  million  tons  in  1993 
and  833  million  tons  in  1994  forecasted  by  NMA  to  rise  to  838  million  tons  in  1995.  Further  sizeable 
increases  in  utility  coal  consumption  are  likely  as  indicated  by  the  North  American  Electric  Reliability 
Council's  forecast  of  annual  utility  coal  demand  to  reach  914  million  tons  by  2003.  Coal  is  the  low- 
cost  fuel  of  choice  for  generating  56  percent  of  the  nation's  electricity,  and  the  waterways  enable 
energy-efficient  barge  transportation  for  20  percent  of  total  coal  traffic  demand,  underscoring  the 
value  of  our  waterways. 

With  regard  to  replacement  of  obsolete,  inadequate  locks  and  dams,  NMA  currently  is 
supporting  several  ORS  waterways  construction  projects  including: 

•  Olmsted  and  McAlpine  Locks  and  Dams  on  the  Ohio  River; 

•  Locks  and  Dams  2,  3,  and  4  on  the  Monongahela  River; 

•  Winfield  and  Marmet  Locks  and  Dams  on  the  Kanawha  River;  and 

•  Kentucky  Locks  and  Dam  on  the  Tennessee  River;  plus 

•  Rehabilitation  of  four  deteriorated  locks  and  dams  on  the  Illinois 
Waterway. 

In  addition,  we  are  seeking  early  completion  of  a  feasibility  study  for  possible  expansion  of  lockage 
capacities  at  several  points  on  the  Ohio  River  between  the  McAlpine  Locks  and  Dam  at  Louisville 
and  the  Olmsted  Locks  and  Dam  near  the  junctions  of  the  Ohio  River  with  the  Tennessee  River  and 
with  the  Mississippi  River.  We  see  a  very  bright  future  for  coal  barge  transportation  demand  and 
usage  on  a  Lower  Ohio  River,  Lower  Teimessee  River,  and  Middle  Mississippi  River  inland  waterways 
traffic  zone  in  Kentucky,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Missouri.  Oiu'  focus  then  must  be  on  assuring  that  this 
river  transportation  zone,  which  is  chararterized  by  having  several  modem  rail-  and  truck-to-water  coal 
storage  and  transfer  terminals  in  place,  will  be  treated  in  a  systematic  way  for  purposes  of  navigation 
capacity.  In  our  view,  for  example,  it  is  likely  that  locks  and  dams  on  the  Lower  Ohio  River 
eventually  should  have  twin,  1,200-foot  by  110-foot  lockage  chambers  in  order  to  accommodate 
upstream  and  downstream  barge  traffic  efficiently  as  the  demand  for  such  services  grows  through  the 


23 


early  years  of  the  21st  century.  Adequately  sized  twin  chambers  will  both  enable  efficient  lockages 
simultaneously  in  both  directions,  and  assure  that  reasonable  capacity  for  lockages  in  both  directions 
is  available  during  times  that  the  Corps  must  close  selected  chambers  to  perform  maintenance 
operations  or  repair  damaged  facilities. 

A  particularly  critical  situation  is  faced  at  Marmet  on  the  Kanawha  River  in  West  Virginia. 
We  beUeve  that  it  is  crucial  to  expedite  the  construction  of  an  800-foot  by  110-foot  lock  chamber  at 
Marmet  to  match  the  similar  chamber  now  being  built  at  the  Winfield  Locks  and  Dam  just 
downstream  from  Marmet,  leading  to  the  junction  of  the  Kanawha  River  with  the  Ohio  River  near 
the  recently  opened  Robert  C.  Byrd  Locks  and  Dam  on  the  Ohio  River.  Approximately  90  percent 
of  the  coal  tonnage  locked  throu^  the  Winfield  facility  must  first  clear  Marmet  inasmuch  as  that  coal 
tonnage  originates  in  the  Marmet  pool.  This  is,  perhaps,  the  pre-eminent  example  of  why  river 
navigation  should  be  treated  in  a  systems  approach,  not  looked  at  as  isolated  cases.  That  same 
philosophy  is  applied  by  NMA  in  its  consideration  of  navigation  problems  and  needs  on  the  Lower 
Ohio  River  and  the  interconnecting  portions  of  the  Lower  Tennessee  and  the  Middle  Mississippi 
Rivers. 

Since  enactment  of  the  landmark  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986,  and  subsequent 
bi-annual  water  resources  appropriations  legislation  made  possible  through  the  leadership  of  this 
Subcommittee,  nine  new  lock  and  dam  construction  projects  of  critical  importance  to  relieving  barge 
traffic  congestion,  and  to  the  replacement  of  aged,  deteriorated,  and  imdersized  lockage  facilities  on 
five  waterway  segments  which  are  major  coal  routes,  i.e.,  the  Kanawha,  Mississippi,  Monongahela, 
Ohio,  and  Warrior-Tombigbee  Rivers,  have  been  authorized.  In  fact,  at  four  of  those  waterways 
construction  projects,  new  locks  are  now  open  to  barge  traffic,  at  another  three  projects  construction 
is  now  in  progress,  and  for  the  other  two  projects  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  work  is 
underway.  This  clearly  demonstrates  that  such  well-justified,  job-creating  infrastructure  improvements 
can  be  funded  and  completed  in  a  timely  manner  under  the  diligent  leadership  of  this  Subcommittee 
and  the  project  management  efforts  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  five  waterways  segments  just  mentioned,  plus  certain  other  rivers  that  join  the  Ohio  and 
Mississippi  Rivers,  carry  more  than  185  million  tons  of  coal  annually,  representing  32  percent  of  total 
&"eight  tonnage  on  the  inland  waterways  system.  It  is  now  timely  and  warranted  to  expedite  two 
additional  lock  and  dam  construction  projects  fitting  an  orderly  schedule  of  waterways  improvements 
conmiensurate  with  current  and  projected  growth  in  the  demand  for  coal  and  other  bulk  commodities 
traffic  services,  one  on  the  Kanawha  River  in  West  Virginia,  and  one  on  a  sixth  major  coal  route,  the 
Tennessee  River  which  flows  through  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  and  Alabama,  southerly  and  easterly  from 
its  junction  with  the  Ohio  River.  The  Kanawha  and  the  Tennessee  Rivers  respectively  are  now 
carrying  17  million  and  22  million  tons  of  coal  annually.  Serious  delays  are  experienced  and 
anticipated  in  the  years  ahead  at  the  aged,  obsolete  Marmet  Locks  and  Dam  on  the  Kanawha  River, 
and  at  the  Kentucky  Locks  and  Dam  on  the  Tennessee  River,  delays  that  adversely  affect  the 
movement  of  coal  especially  to  utility  plants  in  the  eastern  U.S. 

Thg  Marmet  Locks  and  Dam  Should  Pe  Hgplaccd  with  a  Ngw  Facility 
That  incprpgratcs  an  800'  by  UV  Lock  as  Prpvided  at  Winfield 

One  of  the  presently  authorized  lock  and  dam  construction  projects  now  under  construction 
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is  at  Winfield  on  the  Kanawha  River  in  West  Virginia,  the  busiest  such  facility  in  terms  of  lockage 
demands  on  the  Ohio  River  System.  The  Kanawha  River  Valley  and  environs  represent  a  principal 
coal-producing  region  growing  in  coal  production  to  meet  rising  utihty  coal  demand.  Already  carrying 
17  n^on  tons  of  coal  annually,  the  Kanawha  River  from  its  headwaters  in  West  Virginia  to  its 
junction  with  the  Ohio  River  just  above  the  newly  reconstructed  Robert  C.  Byrd  Locks  and  Dam,  has 
serious  barge  traffic  congestion  both  at  the  existing  Winfield  facility  and  at  its  upstream  mate,  the 
Marmet  Locks  and  Dam. 

The  new  800'  by  110'  lock  chamber  being  built  at  Winfield  is  a  critical  step  in  providing 
efficient  barge  movements  on  the  Kanawha  River,  a  step  which  should  be  matched  by  expediting 
construction  of  a  similar  800"  by  110'  lock  chamber  at  Marmet.  More  than  90  percent  of  the  coal 
tonnage  moved  by  barge  through  the  Winfield  facility  first  must  transit  Marmet  inasmuch  as  the  coal 
traffic  enters  the  river  in  the  Marmet  pool  and  cannot  reach  the  Winfield  facility  without  first  clearing 
MarmeL  From  a  systems  approach,  and  for  realizing  maximum  benefits  from  sorely  needed 
navigation  improvements  at  Winfield  and  Marmet,  the  lock  and  dam  construction  projects  at  both  of 
the  facilities  should  be  synchronized  and  completed  expeditiously. 

In  addition  to  several  basic  reasons  for  funding  the  Marmet  project  at  this  time,  another  need 
was  detected  during  a  field  hearing  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  Belle  West 
Virginia  near  the  project  site.  At  the  hearing,  NMA  and  other  witnesses  testified  as  to  the  need  for 
additional  barge  traffic  capacity,  the  importance  of  timing  the  Marmet  project  in  step  with  the  nearby 
Winfield  project,  and  the  high  benefit/cost  ratio  determined  by  the  Corps  in  support  of  the  project, 
calculated  at  2.1-to-l.O.  Beyond  that,  however,  many  persons  attending  the  public  hearing  who  reside 
on  property  that  must  be  acquired  to  reconstruct  the  Marmet  facility  to  incorporate  a  new  800'  by  110' 
lock  chamber,  urged  an  early  decision  to  move  forward  with  funding  of  the  project  in  order  to  let 
property  acquisition  proceedings  commence  without  undue  delay,  enabling  early  relocations  without 
the  fear  of  facing  many  years  of  uncertainty  affecting  the  value  and  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the 
residences  and  businesses  on  the  site. 

The  Corps  reports  that  the  Marmet  Locks  and  Dam  is  the  second  busiest  facihty  on  the  Ohio 
River  System  which  includes  the  Ohio  River  and  its  Upper  Ohio  River  Basin  Tributaries  like  the 
Kanawha  River.  Small,  twin  360'  by  56'  lock  chambers  can  accommodate  only  one  modem  jumbo 
barge  at  a  time,  leading  to  extensive  back-ups  and  delays.  The  Corps  recommends  construction  of  an 
800'  by  110'  lock,  for  which  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  has  been  initiated.  With  that  in 
mind,  and  in  consideration  of  the  urgent  need  to  have  a  modem  facility  in  place  at  an  early  date,  we 
believe  that  it  is  most  timely  to  expedite  Marmet  project  completion. 


The  Kentucky  Locks  and  Dam  Located  at  the  Gateway  to  the  Tennessee 
Rivgr  Vallgy  Ngar  A  Hwb  pf  thg  Inland  Waterways  Systgm  Connecting 
The  Mississippi.  Ohio,  and  Tennessee  Rivers  Requires  More  Capacity 

Now  carrying  22  miUion  tons  of  coal  annually,  the  Tennessee  River  is  one  of  the  nation's 
leading  coal-carrying  waterways.  At  a  point  immediately  upstream  from  the  Tennessee  River's 
junction  with  the  Ohio  River,  and  near  the  point  where  the  Ohio  River  joins  the  Mississippi  River, 
the  Kentucky  Locks  and  Dam  is  a  strategic  gateway  to  the  Tennessee  River  Valley  and  utility  plants 
in  the  reach  of  the  Tennessee  River  as  it  flows  through  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  and  Alabama  to  the 
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south  and  east  of  a  hub  formed  by  junctions  of  the  three  major  coal-canying  rivers  centered  in  Illinois, 
Indiana,  Kentucky,  and  Missouri. 

This  hub  of  the  Mississippi,  Ohio,  and  Tennessee  Rivers,  while  not  at  one  fixed  point, 
nonetheless  marks  a  key  coal  barge  traffic  zone  in  the  vicinity  of  Cairo,  Illinois,  and  Paducah, 
Kentucky  where  intercoimected  reaches  of  the  Mississippi  and  Ohio  Rivers  and  the  downstream  reach 
of  the  Tennessee  River  are  sites  for  modem  intermodal  rail/barge  and  truck/barge  coal  storage, 
blending,  and  cargo  transfer  terminals.  Such  terminals  are  of  particular  importance  today  as  the 
utilities  adopt  strategies  for  meeting  requirements  of  the  1990  Cleiui  Air  Amendments,  which  often 
involve  wider  use  of  low  sulfur  coals  in  fuel  switching  or  blending  with  higher  sulfur  coals  to  reduce 
emissions.  This  hub  of  river  traffic  is  well  positioned  to  receive  coals  of  varying  physical  properties, 
including  sulfur  content,  from  mines  in  Appalachia,  the  Midwest,  and  the  Western  coal-producing 
states,  and  perform  blending  operations  prior  to  transshipment  to  the  utility  plants  by  barge. 

Coupled  with  high  current  and  projected  barge  coal  tonnage  and  the  need  to  reduce  barge 
traffic  congestion  and  delays  at  the  Kentucky  Locks  and  Dam,  the  gateway  to  the  Tennessee  River 
Valley,  the  existence  of  modem  river  coal  terminals  for  such  transshipments  of  blended  coals  nearby 
reinforces  the  desirability  of  expediting  the  Kentucky  Locks  and  Dam  project.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  has  recommended  the  addition  of  a  new  1,200'  by  110'  lock  chamber  at  the  site,  and 
calculates  the  benefit/cost  ratio  of  that  improvement  at  1.7-to-l.O.  The  Corps  already  has  received 
funding  for  the  start  of  foundation  exploration,  mapping,  and  hydraulic  modeling  in  preconstruction 
engineering  and  design  of  the  recommended  Kentucky  Lock  Addition  project.  In  recognition  of 
several  factors,  including  the  need  to  relieve  barge  traffic  congestion,  the  documented  level  of  benefits 
to  be  received  in  comparison  with  the  costs  incurred,  the  progress  made  by  the  Corps  in  the 
preconstruction  phase,  and  the  broad  support  for  the  project  on  the  record,  it  is  now  timely  and  well 
justified  to  further  expedite  the  Kentucky  Lock  Addition  project. 


Fiscal  Year  1996  Appropriations  Should  Pc  Approved  \q  Cootinue  Projects  Now  Undgrway 

Several  inland  waterways  projects  now  underway  should  be  furnished  Fiscal  Year  1996 
appropriations  needed  to  complete  navigation  project  improvements  and  replacement  of  deteriorated 
structures  in  a  timely  and  orderly  manner,  including: 

•  Robert  C.  Byrd  Locks  and  Dam   (rehabilitation  of  the  dam) 

•  Olmsted  Locks  and  Dam  (replacement  of  Locks  and  Dams  52  and  53  on  Ohio  River) 

•  McAlpine  Locks  and  Dam   (second  1,200'  by  110'  lock  chamber) 

•  Melvin  Price  Locks  and  Dam   (completion  of  replacement  projea) 

•  Illinois  Waterway  System   (rehabilitation  of  four  locks  and  dams) 

•  Lower  Monongahela  River  (enlarge  locks  at  Locks  and  Dam  #4  --  Charleroi; 

replace  dam  at  Locks  and  Dam  #2  -  Braddock;  and  removal  of  Locks  and  Dam  #3) 
Winfield  Locks  and  Dam   (provide  800' by  110' lock  chamber) 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  NMA  warmly  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  appear  at  this  hearing.  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 


UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  NAVIGATION  FEASIBILITY  STUDY 
AND  MISSOURI  RIVER  DIVISION  MASTER  MANUAL 
REVIEW 

WITNESS 

CHRISTOPHER  J.  BRESCIA,  PRESIDENT,  MIDWEST  AREA  RIVER  COALI- 
TION (MARC)  2000 

Mr.  Myers  [presiding].  Mr.  Brescia  from  the  Midwest  Area  River 
Coalition. 

Mr.  Brescia,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Brescia.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  be  here  today. 

I  would  like  to  very  briefly  comment  on  two  areas  of  the  river 
system,  the  Missouri  and  Upper  Mississippi  River  System,  the 
Upper  Mississippi  and  the  Illinois.  MARC  2000,  as  you  know,  is  a 
coalition  of  interests  that  range  from  Minnesota,  all  the  way  down 
to  Louisiana,  to  Nebraska,  and  as  far  as  way  as  Michigan,  rep- 
resenting companies  in  all  aspects  of  commerce  and  production, 
from  grain,  to  cement,  to  port  development,  and  so  forth. 

But  what  we  would  like  to  establish,  at  this  point,  is  that  1994 
was  a  record  year  in  the  agricultural  community.  We  saw  a  major 
production,  record  crop  production  in  com  and  soybean. 

We  saw  increased  worldwide  demzind.  We  saw  NAFTA  kick  in 
with  an  additional  almost  eight  to  nine  times  the  amount  grain 
going  to  Mexico  than  had  traditionally  gone.  And  we  saw  for  the 
first  time  what  we  had  been  waiting  for,  Mr.  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill, 
we  saw  China  make  a  decision  and  that  decision  was  to  become  a 
net  importer  of  grain  rather  than  a  net  exporter. 

The  future  is  here.  What  we  have  been  waiting  to  determine  is 
what  the  needs  are  going  to  be  for  the  future,  is  starting  to  mani- 
fest itself  before  our  eyes.  For  that  reason,  we  have  asked  and 
taken  the  position  of  unqualified  support  for  the  schedule  of  major 
rehabilitation  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  Locks  and  the  Illinois  River 
for  operation  and  maintenance  funding  for  those  systems.  We  are 
going  to  need  not  only  the  existing  system  but  a  modernized  sys- 
tem. 

And  at  that  point,  I  come  to  our  concerns  relating  to  the  conduct 
of  the  Upper  Mississippi  Illinois  River  Navigation  Feasibility 
Study.  We  have  one  important  question:  Are  we  ever  going  to  get 
there?  Will  it  ever  be  done? 

We  have  engaged  in  a  grand  experiment  that  is  supposed  to  take 
us  six  years,  analyzed  over  a  thousand  miles  of  river  system,  tried 
to  project  50  years  into  the  future.  We  have  a  program  that  is  now 
up  to  $39  million  in  study  money. 

We  have  seen  the  environmental  portion  grow  from  $9  million  to 
$13.9  million.  We  now  have  requests  on  the  table  from  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  EPA  for  an  additional  $25  million  in  studies,  and  six 
more  years  that  it  would  take  to  do  these  studies. 

This  study  is  ballooning  and  expanding  and  about  ready  to  bust. 
We  are  concerned  that  it  is  getting  out  of  control.  And  what  we  are 
about  ready  to  engage  in  in  this  region  will  be  jeopardized  by  a 
study  that  will  never  end. 
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This  is  paralysis  by  analysis,  and  we  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  committee  needs  to  take  some  action  in  this  respect. 

First,  we  would  like  you  to  review  what  the  Corps  has  termed 
their  system  study  on  the  Upper  Mississippi.  We  would  like  you  to 
make  an  assessment.  Can  it  really  work?  Can  we  really  afford  to 
study  in  this  fashion?  Can  we  afford  to  place  the  Mississippi  River 
at  risk,  because  we  are  not  only  placing  the  Upper  Mississippi,  but 
the  Lower  Mississippi  and  the  tributaries  at  risk. 

If  we  cannot,  and  this  system  is  not  functional,  then  we  need  to 
rescope  this  study  into  the  areas  that  are  priority  areas  that  were 
determined  by  the  reconnaissance  phase  to  be  a  priority  area. 

However,  if  this  committee  believes  that  the  system  analysis  and 
the  system  approach  makes  sense,  that  the  end  of  the  time  that  we 
have  determined  is  necessary  to  complete  it,  that  we  will  have  in- 
formation we  can  make  good  decisions  on,  then  we  would  ask  you 
to  put  a  time-certain  on  the  completion  of  this  study. 

Our  Members  are  looking  at  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of 
private  sector  investments  in  the  river  system.  Those  investments, 
Mr.  Chairman,  are  on  hold  because  we  are  not  sure  when  we  are 
going  to  have  a  system  that  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  continue  to 
grow  on. 

They  need  some  assurance  that  the  study  will  end.  So  what  we 
are  asking  for  is  a  time-certain  that  this  committee  provide  the 
Corps  the  direction  on  the  time-certain  completion  of  the  study  and 
a  dollar  limitation.  We  don't  know  what  that  amount  is  and  what 
that  time  is,  but  we  do  know  that  this  study  could  have  been  com- 
pleted in  three  years,  if  it  were  not  for  the  continuous  expansive 
scoping  of  the  process. 

We  would  also  like  to  look  very  closely  at  the  consultation  proc- 
ess between  Federal  agencies,  because  what  we  have  are  other  Fed- 
eral agencies  who  are  making  recommendations  on  how  to  expand 
the  scope  with  no  accountability  associated  with  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion,  we  simply  would  like  to  state  that 
we  continue  to  support  an  environmentally  sustainable  program  for 
the  Upper  Mississippi  Region,  but  we  have  been  unable  to  plan  for 
the  future  because  the  process  that  we  are  engaged  in  is  being  used 
as  leverage  for  any  long-term  discussions.  So  we  would  ask  you  to 
look  very  seriously  at  putting  some  restrictions  on  the  program 
that  we  have  in  place. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Brescia  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Christopher  J.  Brescia 

President 

Midwest  Area  River  Coalition  2000 

Before  the 

House  Appropriations  Energy  &  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.C. 

March  21,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Distinguished  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Christopher 
Brescia,  President  of  the  Midwest  Area  River  Coalition  2000  (MARC  2000),  based  in 
St.  Louis,  Missouri.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
express  our  views  on  certain  portions  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  program 
for  FY  96. 

Our  testimony  today  expresses  unqualified  support  for  the  President's  FY  96  funding 
request  for: 

o  Major  Rehab  of  L&D  24  (Upper  Miss-New  Start)  $2,000,000 

o  Major  Rehab  of  L&D  14  (Upper  Miss-New  Start)  $    700,000 

o  Major  Rehab  Completion  for  4  locks  on  the  Illinois  River  $3,254,000 

o  Major  Rehab  Completion  of  L&D  25  (Upper  Miss)  $4,300,000 

o  Construction  funds  for  Mel  Price  (L&D  26)  (Upper  Miss)  $2,400,000 

o  Major  Rehab  of  L&D  7  (Upper  Miss)  $1,140,000 

o  Major  Rehab  of  L&D  9  (Upper  Miss)  $1,643,000 

o  Major  Rehab  Phase  F  Supply  &  Installation  (Upper  Miss)  $2,171,000 

o  Navigation-related  Operation  and  Maintenance  Requests  for 
the  St.  Louis,  Rock  Island  and  St.  Paul  Districts 

Today  we  are  also  expressing  qualified  support  (or  support  with  reservations)  for  the 
continuation  of  the  Upper  Mississippi/Illinois  River  Navigation  Feasibility  Study  funding 
request  for  $6,000,000.  In  addition,  we  are  reserving  comment  on  the  future  of  the 
Environmental  Management  Program  (EMP)  funding. 

MARC  2000,  for  those  new  members  on  this  Subcommittee,  represents  members 
who  generate  over  $100  Billion  in  economic  activity  from  the  Midwest  and 
conservatively  employ  or  self  employ  more  than  148,000  people  in  21  states. 
Frankly,  our  ranks  continue  to  swell  as  the  challenges  to  the  future  viability  of  the 
Upper  Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers  as  transportation  corridors  increase. 

This  past  year,  our  agricultural  producers,  agribusinesses,  and  waterway 
transportation  users  have  been  joined  by  individual  farmers,  service  providers,  and 
railroad  beneficiaries  to  the  waterway  system.  We  continue  not  only  to  represent  a 
cross-section  of  our  region's  interests  from  Minnesota  to  Louisiana,  but  also  from 
regions  like  the  Missouri  River  reach  into  Nebraska  as  well  as  further  over  to  Michigan. 
Why  such  a  broad  base?   Partially  because  in  order  for  U.S.  businesses  to  compete 


globally,  the  aggregation  of  interests  into  units  capable  of  competing  are  covering 
larger  U.S.  donnestic  geographical  areas. 

Last  year  the  region's  economy  made  significant  strides  in  recovering  from  the  Flood 
of  1993.  Record  crop  production  helped  many  farmers  regain  a  firm  footing.  Major 
grain  exports  coupled  with  industrial  product  demand  re-engaged  the  transportation 
sector.  In  just  the  first  two  months  of  this  year,  we  have  exceeded  all  recorded 
history  in  the  volume  of  tonnage  moving  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers. 
Barring  any  major  unforeseen  event,  we  expect  1995  to  break  all  records. 

This  past  year  was  in  many  respects  a  watershed  year.  So  many  of  our  represented 
industries  have  been  wondering  what  was  going  to  happen  in  the  global  economy. 
With  the  passage  of  NAFTA,  corn  exports  to  Mexico  in  the  first  nine  months  increased 
8  to  9  times  over  the  previous  year.  Most  importantly,  China  made  a  major  shift  in 
purchasing  patterns  and  switched  from  being  a  net  exporter  to  a  net  importer  of  grain. 
This  is  the  wild  card  many  forecasters  have  been  waiting  for.  According  to  new 
projections,  China  is  expected  to  import  12  million  tons  this  year,  rising  dramatically 
to  anywhere  between  20  and  50  million  metric  tons  by  the  early  part  of  the  next 
century.  Several  forecasts  place  China's  annual  imports  at  about  90  million  tons  by 
the  year  2030. 

Funding  Reouests 

We  are  grateful  that  the  Congress,  especially  this  Committee,  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  have  anticipated  the  needs  of  our  waterway  system  so  that  our  nation  may 
share  in  this  major  market  opportunity.  The  Corps'  Major  Rehabilitation  funding 
requests  are  part  of  scheduled  improvements  currently  underway  and  proposed  for  the 
next  few  years,  to  provide  major  rehabilitation  to  a  series  of  locks  and  dams,  many 
that  are  more  than  50  years  old.  We  strongly  urge  this  Committee  to  give  these 
funding  requests  high  priority. 

We  also  urge  the  Committee  to  carefully  evaluate  the  operations  and  maintenance 
requests  from  the  three  Corps  Districts  and  two  Divisions  responsible  for  keeping  the 
Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers  navigable.  Record  movements  on  the  waterways  system 
will  place  continued  pressure  on  the  budget  to  keep  up.  The  four  locks  on  the  Illinois 
River  (Lockport,  Marsailles,  Brandon  Road,  Dresden  Island)  that  will  be  closed  this  year 
for  repairs  are  integral  to  shipments  of  grain,  steel,  cement,  coal,  building  materials 
for  the  states  of  Illinois,  Michigan,  Wisconsin,  and  Indiana  to  name  a  few.  Let  us  not 
forget  that  many  of  these  products  also  originate  from  Louisiana,  Kentucky  and  the 
length  of  the  Ohio  Valley.  Funding  needs  must  be  met  in  order  for  navigation  to 
return  to  full  utilization  as  quickly  as  possible.  This  closure  will  cost  just  one  of  MARC 
2000's  members  from  between  $3-4  million.  The  sooner  the  rehabilitation  is 
completed  and  navigation  restored,  the  quicker  my  members  can  return  to  a  normal 
operating  pattern. 
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Upper  Mississippi/Illinois  River  Navigation  Feasibility  Study 

This  multi-year  navigation  feasibility  study  is  reviewing  the  future  role  the  waterways 
can  play  in  continuing  to  fuel  economic  expansion  in  the  region.  In  past  years  we 
have  supported  this  effort  and  identified  this  feasibility  study  as  a  top  priority  for  the 
region's  economic  future. 

Especially  in  view  of  evolving  global  market  developments  that  are  stimulating 
increased  demand  for  one  of  our  nation's  single  most  profitable  exports,  namely  grain, 
we  believe  that  it  is  important  to  move  forward  with  addressing  infrastructure 
capacity  limitations  as  well  as  efficiency  measures  as  quickly  as  possible.  In  the  past, 
we  have  reluctantly  agreed  to  the  study's  six-year  time  frame,  while  at  the  same  time 
cautiously  examining  the  development  of  the  Corps'  grand  experiment  to  conduct  a 
"system  feasibility  study,"  rather  than  using  the  long-established  site-specific 
approach.  We  have  been  repeatedly  told  that  such  an  endeavor  had  never  been 
undertaken  before.  We  were  told  new  theories  were  being  put  into  practice  for  the 
first  time.  Our  support  and  advocacy  has  been  contingent  on  the  fact  that  once  the 
initial  recommendations  for  action  were  known,  concurrent  site-specific  analysis  could 
begin  and  that  all  studies  would  be  completed  on  time.  For  this  reason,  we  have  been 
reluctantly  "living  with"  a  six-year  study,  when  we  knew  the  economics  and 
engineering  could  be  completed  in  three. 

We  have  spent  the  last  two  years  engaged  in  virtually  every  aspect  of  this  study  as 
humanly  possible.  We  applaud  the  efforts  made  by  the  North  Central  Division,  the 
Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Division,  each  of  the  three  districts  involved,  and  the 
personal  attention  of  Major  General  Genega,  the  Director  of  Civil  Works  and  his 
headquarters  staff.  Significant  efforts  have  been  made  to  assure  the  region  that, 
despite  the  broad  scope  of  this  study  and  the  management  challenges  in  this  effort, 
this  study  would  remain  focused,  on  target  and  on  time. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  seems  to  be  the  only  Federal  agency 
in  the  process  committed  to  keeping  this  study  focused.  During  our  own  review  of 
the  scope  of  the  study,  we  have  determined  that  there  exists  a  potential  for  unlimited 
study.  This  is  particularly  due  to  the  exhaustive  requests  for  environmental  analyses. 
Every  other  aspect  of  the  study  program  has  drawn  in  its  belt.  The  environmental 
portion,  because  of  excessive  pressure  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  State  river  biologists,  on  the  contrary,  is  hard 
pressed  to  even  engage  in  the  work  they  have  already  agreed  to  conduct.  Inordinate 
time  and  money  is  spent  by  these  groups  to  find  new  arguments  to  expand  the  scope 
of  the  program,  rather  than  assisting  in  making  the  already  agreed  program  sound. 

Over  the  last  two  years,  the  study  has  grown  to  $39  million.  The  Environmental 
portion  of  the  study  has  grown  from  $9  to  $13.9  million.  Now,  the  Corps  has  been 
told  that  they  need  to  conduct  an  additional  $25  million  in  environmental  studies  over 
at  least  the  next  six  years.  It  is  not  surprising  that  this  latest  package  also  includes 
everything  that  was  rejected  by  the  Corps  in  the  first  round.  The  "we  shall  leave  no 
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rock  un-turned"  mentality  exists  because  those  proposing  these  large  sums  are  not 
being  held  accountable  for  their  recommendations,  nor  are  these  recommendations 
being  proposed  within  the  context  of  a  prioritized  process. 

In  view  of  these  developments,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  indicated  qualified  support  for 
the  continuation  of  this  study  initiative.  We  believe  there  exists  an  imperative  for  this 
Committee  to  take  a  firm  stand  for  reasonableness  in  the  process. 

First,  we  recommend  that  this  Committee  review  the  scope  of  this  study  and 
determine  whether  it  believes  that  this  conceptual  "system  study"  will  actually  result 
in  a  product  that  is  understandable  and  sufficient  to  act  on.  If  not,  an  alternative 
would  be  to  refocus  this  study  to  that  portion  of  the  river  system  identified  by  the 
reconnaissance  phase  as  most  critical  and  of  the  highest  priority  in  the  near  term. 
Can  we  really  hope  to  complete  responsible  projections  over  a  fifty  year  time  line?  Is 
there  anyone  in  1945  who  truly  could  have  predicted  what  we  need  today?  Taking 
this  action  would  significantly  reduce  the  scope  of  this  effort  to  a  manageable  area. 

However,  if  the  Committee  and  the  Corps  determine  that  the  "system  study"  will 
result  in  an  acceptable,  understandable  and  functional  product,  then  it  is  our 
recommendation  that,  as  has  been  done  with  certain  other  studies  and  projects,  this 
Committee  should  consider  indicating  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  a  time  certain  when 
they  should  submit  a  report  to  Congress.  In  addition,  we  believe  that  in  order  to  keep 
the  Federal  agencies  within  reasonable  and  non-exorbitant  funding  levels,  the 
Committee  should  indicate  a  limited  dollar  amount  for  the  completion  of  this  study. 

Finally,  we  would  recommend  that  there  be  some  element  of  accountability  to  those 
pressing  relentlessly  to  reshape  this  Navigation  Feasibility  Study  into  a  River  Basin 
Ecosystem  study.  If  the  Fish  and  Wildlife,  EPA  and  States  are  so  convinced  that  all 
of  these  studies  must  be  done,  then  we  suggest  that  this  Committee  reduce  the 
funding  of  those  agencies  by  the  appropriate  amount  and  supplement  the  funds 
allocated  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Re-inventing  government  should  also  take  place  on  a  budget  and  appropriations  basis. 
If  existing  law  requires  consultation,  then  the  agency  recommending  that  another 
Federal  agency  take  action  affecting  budgetary  levels  should  be  willing  to  follow 
through  with  funds.  Our  suspicion  is  that  these  recommendations  are  not  being 
evaluated  within  the  context  of  agency  funding  priorities.  Under  these  accountability 
principals,  perhaps  we  would  have  fewer  disagreements  between  government 
agencies  and  could  easily  reduce  the  time  to  complete  this  study  by  30  to  40  percent. 

The  same  condition  could  apply  to  the  States.  Just  as  the  States  have  legitimately 
opposed  unfunded  mandates,  then  we  suggest  there  should  be  some  cost-sharing  by 
the  States  on  their  additional  requests.  Someone  has  to  draw  the  line  of  reason  and 
say  no!  By  seriously  considering  our  recommendations  of  establishing  a  time  certain 
for  submission  of  a  report  to  Congress  and  a  $  limitation,  this  Committee  can  take  the 
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first  step  in  sending  a  nnessage  that  there  are  not  unlimited  funds  and  we  must  face 
our  infrastructure  needs  sooner  not  later. 

Meanwhile,  the  economic  and  engineering  functions  have  been  hard  at  work  finding 
ways  to  complete  as  high  a  level  of  analysis  as  possible  within  budget  limitations. 
Early  in  the  process,  state  agency  and  private-sector  groups  like  ours  successfully 
have  challenged  these  disciplines  to  find  ways  to  reduce  costs  for  alternatives  under 
development.  There  will  always  be  a  desire  for  more,  but  decisions  have  been  made 
to  keep  the  level  of  analysis  reasonable. 

What  we  thought  was  a  navigation  feasibility  study  has  the  potential  of  being  turned 
into  a  basin  ecosystem  study  with  perpetual  demands  for  resources.  With  this  in 
mind,  we  must  not  forget  that  the  Upper  Midwest  is  the  largest  source  of  U.S.  export 
grain  to  the  world  market.  If  this  condition  is  to  remain,  grain  must  be  competitively 
and  reliably  available  to  world-market  customers.  A  cost-effective  waterway  system 
has  allowed  for  this  condition  to  develop.  The  waterway  system  is  also  an  efficient 
conduit  for  domestically  consumed  building  products,  agricultural  chemicals,  fertilizer 
and  coal,  to  name  a  few. 

This  waterway  system  operates  through  a  series  of  locks  and  dams,  many  grouped 
in  series,  that  are  old  and  need  to  be  modernized,  especially  at  certain  critical 
bottlenecks.  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE)  traffic  projections  place  critical  portions  of  this 
system  at  full  capacity  by  the  year  2000,  resulting  in  significant  delays  that  could 
translate  into  costs  as  high  as  $210  million  per  year  and  traffic  movement  off  the  river 
system  for  certain  commodities.  Other  traffic  simply  may  not  move  by  any  alternative 
mode  under  certain  projected  economic  conditions. 

Were  this  to  happen,  the  powerful  influence  that  the  waterway  creates  in  providing 
regional  competitiveness  evaporates.  The  result-reduced  farm  prices  and  income, 
reduced  investment  in  the  region,  reduced  secondary  and  tertiary  employment  and 
economic  activity.  Thousands  of  jobs  are  jeopardized  by  loss  of  traffic  volume, 
increased  government  expenditures  in  other  programs  compensating  for  economic 
losses  and  decreased  government  tax  revenues,  to  name  just  a  few.  We  hope  to 
avoid  this  situation. 

Just  maintaining  the  status  quo  is  unacceptable.  If  we  are  to  sustain  the  estimated 
400,000  full  or  part-time  jobs  affected  by  the  commercial  use  of  the  Upper  Mississippi 
and  Illinois  Rivers,  that  navigation  system  must  be  modernized!  These  jobs  generate 
almost  $4  billion  in  individual  income  and  produce  anywhere  from  a  minimum  of  $1 1 
billion  to  a  possible  $14  billion  in  revenue  for  our  economy.  Personal  income  tax 
receipts  of  almost  $600  million  pays  for  a  wide  assortment  of  services  at  both  the 
federal  and  local  level.   Make  no  mistake  that  our  intention  is  to  grow  this  jobs  base. 
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EMP  Enhancement 

As  an  organization,  we  have  as  our  primary  objective  the  need  to  address  the  capacity 
concerns  of  the  river  system  as  they  affect  the  future  reliability  of  economic  activity 
from  the  region.  At  the  same  time,  we  also  understand  that  this  agenda  must  take 
into  consideration  environmental  impacts. 

In  the  past  we  have  supported  the  continued  funding  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River 
System  Environmental  Management  Program  (EMP).  This  program  has  brought 
together  traditionally  competing  interests  into  partnership  for  a  better  understanding 
of  our  river  system.  We  join  other  groups  in  expressing  our  hope  that  funding  for  this 
program  will  continue  in  FY  96. 

However,  we  wish  to  express  our  belief  that  significantly  more  could  be  accomplished 
through  this  program.  As  we  listen  to  the  concerns  expressed  by  private 
environmental  groups,  federal  agencies,  and  state  resource  agencies,  we  are  beginning 
to  wonder  whether  these  funds  could  better  be  utilized.  With  the  shrinking  of  federal 
dollars  available,  should  we  not  be  re-assessing  whether  the  focus  of  this  program  is 
the  highest  environmental  priority  for  our  region  or  the  nation?  As  the  Corps  prepares 
to  submit  a  report  to  Congress  on  the  accomplishments  of  over  $250  million  invested 
through  this  program,  we  need  to  fully  understand  the  national  benefits  and  costs  of 
this  investment. 

MARC  2000  continues  to  support  an  environmentally-sustainable  agenda  for  our 
region.  We  would  prefer  to  be  engaged  in  dicussions  to  move  closer  to  that  goal, 
rather  than  arguing  over  a  process.  However,  we  cannot  plan  for  the  future  when  the 
process  is  being  used  as  leverage  to  any  long-term  discussions.  Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  our  views. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS,  TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHOR- 
ITY, BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION,  FEDERAL  ENERGY 
REGULATORY  COMMISSION 

WITNESS 

MAX  PETERSON,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT,  INTERNATIONAL  ASSO- 
CIATION OF  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  AGENCIES 

Mr.  Myers.  Max  Peterson,  Executive  Vice  President  of  the  Inter- 
national Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies. 

Mr.  Peterson,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record  and  you  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  You  do  have  my  pre- 
pared statement,  so  I  will  try  to  brief  it. 

I  do  represent  the  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Agencies,  which  includes  all  50  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies,  in- 
cluding the  one  from  your  good  home  State. 

We  really  do  appreciate  the  work  of  this  committee  in  the  last 
several  years  in  getting  a  lot  of  mitigation  under  way  in  Tennessee- 
Tombigbee  and  Richard  B.  Russell.  Those  have  been  excellent  ex- 
amples of  how  a  project  is  supposed  to  work.  And  when  those  addi- 
tional elements  are  now  in  place,  it  certainly  increases  public  sup- 
port for  those  improvements  because  it  does  what  we  promised 
would  be  done  to  begin  with. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  your  files,  a  statement  from  South 
Carolina  Department  of  Natural  Resources  that  deals  with  several 
of  the  activities  that  are  before  you  today,  if  I  could,  for  your  files. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  is  a  statement? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Just  information  for  the  files. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  accepts  it,  thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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South  Carolina  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Documents  of  Testimony  for  Fy  1996 
U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Budget 
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South  Carolina  Department  of 

Natural  Resources 

Ijmes  A    rimmerman. 
March  16,  1996  ''"'■""' 

A  Statement  from  the  Director: 


South  Carolina  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (SCDNR)  has  reviewed  the 
President's  budget  as  it  relates  to  the  funding  of  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (USACOE) 
activities  in  South  Carolina.  1  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  documents  in  support  of  15 
projects  in  both  the  Charleston  and  Savannah  Districts.  The  projects  submitted  are  of 
significant  interest  to  SCDNR.   The  package  contains  7  projects  not  currently  included  in  the 
President's  budget. 

Proposed  USACOE  policy  changes  were  also  reviewed  by  SCDNR  personnel.   SCDNR 
urges  reevaluation  of  proposed  changes  to  the  Continuing  Authorities  Program,  the  cutting  of 
small  harbors  projects,  and  changes  in  the  cost  share  percentages  associated  with  flood  control 
projects.   SCDNR  is  opposed  to  the  transfer  of  portions  of  the  Section  404  regulatory 
program  to  states  by  FY  1998.   SCDNR  staff  feels  that  fragmenting  the  administration  of 
Section  404  between  States  and  the  USACOE  would  result  in  inconsistent  application  of  the 
provisions  of  the  regulatory  program. 

The  proposed  elimination  of  the  USACOE  Aquatic  Plant  Control  Program  is  of 
particular  concern.   SCDNR  believes  that  the  invasion  of  exotic  aquatic  plants  in  public  waters 
is  a  threat  to  the  economic  and  environmental  integrity  of  our  nation's  waterways;  therefore,  it 
is  clearly  a  national  problem  that  requires  federal  assistance  and  coordination.   We  also  believe 
that  the  USACOE  Aquatic  Plant  Control  Program  serves  as  a  model  for  State  and  Federal 
cooperation  and  that  it  encourages  the  development  of  innovative  solutions  at  the  local  level. 
SCDNR  urges  the  USACOE  Aquatic  Plant  Control  Program  be  restored  to  the  FY  1996 
budget. 

Congressional  support  of  USACOE  programs  in  South  Carolina  has  been  excellent  and 
is  greatly  valued.   We  look  forward  to  continued  Congressional  support  for  these  programs 
and  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  this  written  testimony  . 


Thank  you. 


James  A.  Timmerman,  Jr. 
Director 


Rembert  C.  Dennis  Building  •    1000  Assemblv  Si   ■   PO.  Box   167  •  Columbia.  S.C    .'9202  •   Telephone    «0?,"!4-4007 
EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  AGENCY  PRINTED  ON  RECYCLED  PAPER    Cj 
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DISTRICT:   Charleston 

APPROPRIATION:   General  Investigations 

STUDY:   CHARLESTON  STORM  DAMAGE  REDUCTION 

IX)CATION:  Charleston  County,  S.  C. 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:   $2,800,000 

SPONSOR:   City  of  Charleston 

STUDY  DESCRIPTION:  Much  of  the  peninsula  area  is  occupied  by  the  downtown  business  area 
and  the  city's  historic  district.  The  ground  elevation  for  a  majority  of  this  area  is  less  than  ten  feet 
NGVD.  The  study  will  evaluate  the  extent  of  flooding  and  damages  caused  by  heavy  rainfall  and 
high  tides  and  recommend  solutions  to  the  problem.  Widespread  flooding  already  occurs  monthly 
during  periods  of  high  tides.  Downtown  areas  are  often  inundated  with  up  to  four  feet  of  water, 
causing  homes  and  businesses  to  flood  and  leaving  many  streets  impassable.  Value  of  commercial 
and  historic  property  is  estimated  to  be  over  one  billion  dollars.  This  figure  does  not  include  tax 
exempt  facilities  such  as  churches,  schools,  museums,  libraries,  hospitals,  and  other  government 
facilities.  Improved  collection  systems  (tunnels)  and  pumping  stations  are  the  most  likely 
solutions. 


DISTRICT:  Charleston 

APPROPRIATION:   General  InvestigaUons 

SHiim  SANTEE,  COOPER,  CONGAREE  RIVERS 

LOCATION:   16  Counties  in  S.  C.  and  portions  of  N.  C. 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:   $300,000 

SPONSOR:  State  of  South  Carolina 

STUDY  DESCRIPTION:  The  study  area  includes  portions  of  western  NC  and  extends  to  the  SC 
coast,  flowing  through  portions  of  16  counties  in  SC;  the  total  drainage  area  of  the  basin  is  over 
15,000  square  miles,  of  which  portions  within  SC  encompass  33%  of  the  State's  total  land  area 
and  includes  over  60%  of  the  States's  population.  This  basin-wide  ecosystem  study  will  consider 
water  resource  needs  including  flood  control,  water  supply,  hydropower,  navigation,  recreation, 
and  environmental  enhancement/ restoration.  The  State  has  expressed  a  keen  interest  in  this  study 
because  it  offers  an  opportunity  for  comprehensive  ecosystem  planning  and  improvement. 
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DISTRICT:   Charleston 

APPROPRIATION:  Construction  General 

STUDY:   CONTINUING  AUTHORITIES  PROGRAM  (CAP) 

LOCATION:   State  of  South  Carolina 

DESCRIPTION:  This  program  addresses  a  variety  of  water  resources  problems  and 
opportunities.  Projects  developed  under  this  program  can  quickly  and  effectively  address  flood 
control,  streambank  erosion,  environmental  restoration,  and  other  problems  within  the  State  of 
South  Carolina. 

SCDNR  requests  continued  support  and  funding  of  the  Continuing  Authorities  Program. 
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DISTRICT;  Charleston 

APPROPRIATION:   Construction  General 

PROGRAM:   AQUATIC  PLANT  CONTROL  PROGRAM 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:   $1,950,000 

SPONSOR:  State  of  South  Carolina 

PROGRAM  DESCRIPTION:  The  Cooperative  Aquatic  Plant  Control  Program  includes  all 
public  waters  in  South  Carolina.  The  objective  of  the  program  is  to  control  and  progressively 
eradicate  noxious  aquatic  plant  growths  from  public  navigable  waters  in  South  Carolina.  This 
work  is  accomplished  through  a  cooperative  agreement  with  the  South  Carolina  Department  of 
Natural  Resources,  Water  Resources  Division.  The  program  employees  a  comprehensive 
approach  involving  biological  control  agents  (grass  carp,  tilapia,  insects),  chemical  herbicides, 
mechanical  control,  and  integrated  means  in  control  of  the  aquatic  plants.  Charleston  District 
coordinates  closely  with  the  Water  Resources  Division  in  developing  an  annual  work  plan  for 
controlling  noxious  aquatic  plants  in  public  water  bodies  throughout  the  state. 
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DISTRICTi   Charleston 

APPROPRIATTON;   Operations  and  Maintenance 

PROTECT!  CHARLESTON  HARBOR  REDIVERSION  PROJECT  (FISHLIFT),  S.C. 

LOCATION:   Berkeley  County 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:   Currently  fully  funded. 

SPONSOR;  Not  applicable 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION;  The  project  is  located  in  Charleston  and  Berkeley  Counties.  All 
improvements  are  in  Berkeley  County  about  45  miles  from  Charleston,  SC.  The  completed 
Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor  Project  resulted  in  significant  reduction  in  the  transfer  of 
anadromous  fish  into  the  Santee  Cooper  Lakes.  A  model  study  completed  in  March  1992  at  WES 
was  accomplished  testing  various  structural  modifications  to  determine  how  best  to  improve  fish 
passage.  Monitoring  of  the  fish  lift  operation  for  two  years  after  modification  is  required  to  gather 
and  analyze  data  to  be  used  to  refine  the  operation  of  the  fish  lift  and  to  ensure  its  effectiveness. 
A  commitment  was  made  during  preparation  of  the  EIS  for  the  Cooper  River,  Charleston  Harbor 
project  that  a  significant  reduction  in  anadromous  fish  would  be  avoided.  The  migration  of 
herring  has  not  returned  to  pre-project  levels  since  the  St.  Stephen  Dam  and  fish  lift  were 
constructed.  The  proposed  modification  will  increase  the  passage  of  anadromous  fish  into  the 
Santee  Cooper  Lakes  and  protect  the  important  fishery  resources. 
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DISTRICT;  Charleston 

APPROPRIATION:   Regulatory  Compliance 

PROJECT:  Wetland  Permit  Compliance  Monitoring 

SCD^fR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:       $20,000 

Sponsor:  S.C.  Department  of  Natural  Resources  -  Marine  Resources  Division 

Background:  For  a  number  of  years  the  SCDNR  and  the  USACoE  have  enjoyed  the  mutual 
benefits  of  an  ongoing  interagency  agreement  whereby  the  Charleston  District  has  funded  the 
Marine  Resources  Division  to  provide  field  investigation  and  reporting  of  compliance  of 
permitted  activities.  The  CoE  needs  the  information  provided  from  these  reviews  to  confirm  the 
success  of  their  regulatory  actions  and  the  DNR  uses  the  information  to  monitor  the  status  of 
critical  wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat  that  might  be  impacted  by  these  projects.  Previous  funding 
has  varied  on  an  annual  basis  from  a  high  of  approximately  $40,000  per  year  to  a  low  of 
$20,000  per  year.  The  present  commitment  to  the  DNR  for  FY95  is  for  $20,000  to  provide 
support  from  the  CoE  to  the  MRD  to  specifically  investigate  possible  impacts  from  federally 
regulated  activities  of  mechanical  shellfish  harvesting  devices  operating  in  navigable  waters. 


Project  Description:  The  DNR  -  Marine  Resources  Division  is  requesting  that  funding  be 
reinstated  to  enable  the  broader  scope  of  compliance  reviews  as  previously  provided.  Projects 
would  be  chosen,  as  in  the  past,  by  the  staff  of  the  Regulatory  Branch  and  assigned  to  MRD  to 
be  investigated  over  the  course  of  the  year.  The  total  number  of  permits  to  be  reviewed  would  be 
mutually  agreed  upon  by  both  collaborators  depending  on  work  load  and  available  qualified 
personnel.  A  minimum  funding  level  of  $20,000  for  FY96  is  requested. 
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DISTRICT:  Charleston 

APPROPRIATION:   Monitoring  and  Assessment 

PROJECT;  Monitoring  Myrtle  Beach  Nourishment  Project 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:     $165,930 

SPONSOR:  S.C.  Department  of  Natural  Resources  -  Marine  Resources  Division 


Background:  The  Myrtle  Beach  project  was  authorized  for  construction  in  the  1990  WRDA. 
The  project  will  involve  placing  approximately  5. 1  million  cubic  yards  of  material  over  more  than 
25  miles  of  the  Grand  Strand  area  (from  the  North  Carolina/South  Carolina  border  to  the  vicinity 
of  Murrells  Inlet),  making  it  one  of  the  largest  beach  construction  projects  ever  completed  in  terms 
of  project  length.  Due  to  the  size  of  the  project,  nourishment  will  need  to  be  completed  in  three 
separate  phases  at  a  total  estimated  cost  of  about  61  million  dollars.  This  beach  nourishment 
project  will  greatly  improve  the  Grand  Strand  area  with  respect  to  protection  of  shoreline 
properties  from  storm  damage  as  well  as  improving  the  recreational  value  of  the  beaches  to  be 
nourished. 

In  order  to  ensure  that  project  activities  do  not  result  in  any  long-term  negative  effects  to  the 
biological  resources  inhabiting  the  beach  and  nearshore  areas  of  the  Grand  Strand,  SCDNR 
scientists  have  been  working  in  cooperation  staff  at  Coastal  Carolina  University  and  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Charleston  District,  to  develop  a  comprehensive  monitoring  plan  for  this 
project.  This  request  is  to  continue  funding  of  the  monitoring  program  that  should  be  in  progress 
by  FY  96. 

Project  Description:  The  monitoring  program  proposed  by  SCDNR  and  Coastal  Carolina 
University  staff,  involves  collecting  detailed  physical  and  biological  data  to  document  conditions 
prior  to  and  following  each  nourishment  phase.  Biological  resources  to  be  monitored  include  the 
biota  inhabiting  the  beach  and  nearshore  zones,  with  emphasis  on  monitoring  the  distribution  and 
extent  of  nearshore  reef  habitats  that  may  be  affected,  and  monitoring  of  the  bottom-dwelling  biota 
in  the  borrow  areas  where  sand  will  be  mined..  Geological  surveys  will  document  the  change  in 
beach  profiles  and  determine  the  rate  and  direction  of  sand  movement  off  the  beach  between 
nourishment  phases.  This  information  is  critically  needed  to  ensure  that  this  beneficial  project  can 
be  continued  without  adverse  changes  to  the  natural  resources  there. 

Note:  This  proposal  is  in  addition  to  the  $17,000,000  currently  requested  in  the  USACOE 
FY  1996  budget. 
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DISTRICT:  Charleston 

APPROPRIATION!   Monitoring  and  Assessment 

PROJECT:  Evaluation  of  Mechanical  Clam  Harvesters 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:     $50,000 

SPONSOR:  S.C.  Department  of  Natural  Resources  -  Marine  Resources  Division 


Background:  In  1994,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Charleston  District,  requested  the  SCDNR  to 
conduct  a  literature  review  and  studies  in  order  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  mechanical  shellfish 
harvesting  in  the  state's  coastal  zone.  This  request  was  based  on  concerns  that  these  activities  may 
be  having  adverse  effects  on  other  biological  resources  inhabiting  the  estuary.  In  response  to  this 
request,  the  SCDNR  completed  an  extensive  literature  review  of  all  issues  related  to  this  type  of 
harvesting  and  proposed  to  conduct  studies  that  would  address  those  issues  where  data  were 
lacking. 

Project  Description:  This  request  would  provide  for  additional  funding  to  support  the  studies 
required  to  comply  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  permitting  process.  Monitoring  and  assessment 
will  focus  primarily  on  evaluating  the  effects  of  subtidal  harvesting  using  hydraulic  escalators  on 
the  bottom  dwelling  communities  within  and  adjacent  to  areas  harvested,  changes  in  water  quality 
during  harvesting  operations,  and  effects  on  finfish  and  crustacean  resources  that  utilize  these 
habitats. 
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DISTRICT:   Charleston 

APPROPRIATION:   Design  Alternatives 

PROJECT:    Evaluation  of  Dredged  Material  Disposal  Alternatives  for  Winyah  Bay 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:       $50,000 

SPONSOR:  S.C  Department  of  Natural  Resources  -  Marine  Resources  Division 


Background:  A  major  component  of  the  Georgetown  Navigation  Project  consists  of  a  dredged 
27  foot  deep  channel  extending  from  the  Port  of  Georgetown  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  outside  of  the 
entrance  to  Winyah  Bay  The  disposal  of  the  material  removed  from  the  channel  is  accomplished  in 
three  ways,  1)  confinement  in  diked  disposal  areas,  2)  open  water  disposal  in  the  USEPA-designated 
offshore  dredged  material  disposal  site  (ODMDS)  and  3)  open  water  disposal  inside  the  Bay  in  a  CoE 
designated  "marsh  building  site"  Some  sediments  and  aquatic  organisms  within  the  Bay  have  been 
found  to  be  contaminated  with  Dioxin  compounds  the  source  of  which  has  been  traced  to  historical 
discharge  of  wastewater  from  the  International  Paper  Co.  mill  in  Georgetown.  To  date  attempts  to 
identify  a  cost-effective,  environmentally  suitable  upland  site  to  contain  the  material  presently  being 
disposed  in  the  open  waters  of  the  Bay  have  been  unsuccessful. 

Project  Description:  Conduct  a  feasibility  study  to  evaluate  alternative  approaches  for  disposal  of 
dredged  material  from  the  Georgetown  Harbor  Navigation  Project.  Alternatives  include  optional 
open  water  disposal  sites.  Disposal  of  sandy  sediments  within  the  Bay  for  beneficial  uses,  evaluation 
of  channel  relocation,  etc.  The  cost  for  this  project  is  estimated  at  $50,000  and  is  negotiable 
depending  on  desired  scope. 
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DISTRICT:   Savannah 

APPROPRIATION:    Monitoring  and  Assessment 

PROJECT:  Savannah  River  Studies 

SCDNR  Ftinding  Recommendation  for  FY  96;  $350,000 

SPONSOR:  S.C.  Department  of  Natural  Resources  -  Marine  Resources  Division 


Background:  The  Savannah  River  Basin  represents  a  highly  modified  fi-eshwater  and  estuarine 
system  bordering  the  states  of  South  Carolina  and  Georgia.  The  Port  of  Savannah  is  located  in  the 
lower  portion  of  this  river  near  the  freshwater/saltwater  interface.  Modifications  to  the  river  flow  and 
channels  in  this  system  by  the  Corps  have  been  substantial  and  some  of  the  historical  modifications 
have  resulted  in  decreased  water  quality  conditions,  particularly  with  respect  to  low  dissolved  oxygen 
conditions.  This  portion  of  the  river  is  also  know  to  support  populations  of  the  juvenile  shortnose 
sturgeon,  which  is  a  federally  endangered  species.  These  sturgeon  may  be  adversely  aflfected  by  the 
low  water  quality  conditions  experienced  in  the  river  and  by  changes  in  the  bottom  dwelling 
communities,  which  serve  as  their  primary  food  source,  following  dredging  operations. 
Unfortunately,  very  little  is  known  about  how  all  of  these  factors  aflfect  the  distribution  and  abundance 
of  shortnose  sturgeon  in  the  Savannah  River. 

Project  Description:  The  proposed  funding  request  would  support  several  studies  on  juvenile 
shortnose  sturgeon  and  the  bottom  dwelling  communities  that  they  use  as  a  food  resources. 
Specifically,  the  studies  would:  (1)  document  seasonal  and  spatial  distribution  patterns  of  juvenile 
sturgeon  in  order  to  resolve  when  dredging  could  be  done  with  the  least  impact  to  this  species,  (2) 
evaluate  the  sensitivity  of  this  species  to  low  dissolved  oxygen  conditions  which  typically  occur  in  the 
lower  portion  of  the  river  in  order  to  resolve  whether  further  modifications  in  river  flow  are 
warranted,  and  (3)  document  the  distribution  and  abundance  of  bottom  dwelling  invertebrate 
populations  in  harbor  basin  area  in  order  to  resolve  how  channel  maintenance  activities  may  be 
affecting  the  food  resources  of  sturgeon  and  other  bottom  feeding  fish  species. 
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DISTRICT:  Savannah 

APPROPRIATION:  Construction  General  (Major  Rehab) 

PROJECT:  J.  STROM  THURMOND  LAKE  POWERHOUSE,  GA  &  SC 

LOCATION:   McCormick  County,  S.  C.  and  Columbia  County,  Georgia 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:   $2,200,000 

SPONSOR;  Not  applicable 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Initiate  construction  with  award  of  the  electrical  peripheral 
equipment  contract  and  award  of  the  mechanical  peripheral  equipment  contract. 

Special  Note:  The  discharge  from  this  facility  currently  does  not  comply  with  State  water 
quality  standards  for  dissolved  oxygen  during  significant  portions  of  the  year.  SCDNR 
requests  that  during  the  planning  and  contract  award  process  that  provisions  be  made  to 
allow  for  oxygenation  of  the  discharge  from  this  project  such  that  it  meets  State  water 
quality  standards 


12 


49 


DISTRICT:   Savannah 

APPROPRIATION:   Construction  General  (Major  Rehab) 

PROJECT:   HARTWELL  LAKE  POWERHOUSE,  GA  &  SC 

LOCATION:   Anderson  County,  S.C.  and  Hart  County,  Georgia 

SCPNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:  $1,400,000 

SPONSOR:   Not  Applicable. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:     Initiate  construction  with  award  of  the  peripheral  equipment 
contract  and  award  of  generator  rewind  and  refurbish  turbine  contract. 


Special  Note:  The  discharge  from  this  facility  currently  does  not  comply  with  State  water 
quality  standards  for  dissolved  oxygen  during  signlTicant  portions  of  the  year.  SCDNR 
requests  that  during  the  planning  and  contract  award  process  that  provisions  be  made  to 
allow  for  oxygenation  of  the  discharge  from  this  project  such  that  it  meets  State  water 
quality  standards 
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DISTRICT:   Savannah 

APPROPRIATION!  Operations  &  Maintenance 

PROJECT:  J.  STROM  THURMOND  DAM  AND  LAKE,  GA  &  SC 

LOCATION;  McCormick  County,  S.C,  Abbeville  County,  S.C,  Lincoln  County,  Georgia, 
Columbia  County,  Georgia 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:   $9,480,000 

SPONSOR:   Not  Applicable. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  project  is  located  on  the  Savannah  River,  22  miles  north  of 
Augusta,  GA  and  is  authorized  to  operate  and  maintain  the  dam  and  reservoir  (282  megawatts), 
lake  (70,000  acres  water  and  75,000  acres  land),  and  37  Corps  recreation  areas  in  Georgia  and 
South  Carolina. 
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DISTRICT;   Savannah 

APPROPRIATION:   Operations  &  Maintenance 

PROJECT:   HARTWELL  DAM  AND  LAKE,  GA  &  SC 

LOCATION:  Anderson  County,  S.C,  Oconee  County,  S.  C,  Hart  County,  Georgia,  and 
Franklin  County,  Georgia 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:   $10,364,000 

SPONSOR:   Not  Applicable. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  project  is  located  on  the  Savannah  river,  89  miles  north  of 
Augusta,  GA  and  is  authorized  to  operate  and  maintain  dam  and  powerhouse  (344  megawatts), 
lake  (55,950)  acres  water  and  23,560  acres  land),  and  61  Corps  recreation  areas  in  Georgia  and 
south  Carolina. 


75 


52 


DISTRICT:   Savannah 

APPROPRIATION:   Operations  &  Maintenance 

PROIRCT;   RICHARD  B.  RUSSELL  DAM  AND  LAKE,  GA  &  SC 

LOCATION:   Abbeville  County,  S.C,  Anderson  County,  S.  C.  and  Elbert  County,  Georgia 
and  separable  mitigation  lands  in  Colleton,  Jasjser  and  Hampton  Counties. 

SCDNR  Funding  Recommendation  for  FY  96:   $7,307,000 

SPONSOR:   Not  Applicable. 

PRO.IECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  project  is  located  on  the  Savannah  river,  near  Calhoun  Falls, 
SC  and  is  59  miles  north  of  Augusta,  GA  and  is  authorized  to  operate  and  maintain  dam  and 
powerhouse  (345  megawatts)  and  lake  (26,650  acres  water  and  26,500  acres  land). 

This  project  is  responsible  for  providing  the  game  and  fish  resource  mitigation  funds 
associated  with  the  construction  of  the  Richard  B.  Russell  Dam. 
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Mr.  Peterson.  We  do  support  the  increased  funding  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  as  I  have  indicated  before,  to  continue  the  miti- 
gation work  that  is  now  under  way.  We  particularly  appreciate  the 
work  that  the  Corps  has  done  in  small  studies  of  areas  where  they 
can  do  things  like  restore  previous  wetlands  by  doing  some  fairly 
simple  things  now.  Some  areas  have  been  dewatered  for  50  years 
and  some  simple  things  can  allow  them  to  contribute  to  waterfowl. 
And  the  Corps  has  been  active  in  doing  that. 

One  thing  that  came  up  this  year  that  may  require  some  action, 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  announced  plans  to  transfer  own- 
ership of  11  fish  hatcheries  to  the  States.  In  some  cases,  those 
hatcheries  are  sitting  on  lands  owned  by  the  Federal  Government, 
but  managed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  States  will  want  fee  title 
to  the  lands  and  structures  on  the  hatchery  grounds. 

In  some  States,  fee  title  is  necessary  to  make  capital  invest- 
ments. So  we  may  have  to  ask  you  to  provide  some  way,  if  those 
fish  hatcheries  are  transferred,  to  allow  transfer  of  a  small  amount 
of  land  that  goes  with  the  hatcheries  so  that  that  transfer  will  take 
place. 

I  don't  know  how  many  of  the  States  will  accept  the  idea  of  tak- 
ing 11  fish  hatcheries,  but  some  may,  and  we  will  be  coming  back 
to  you  to  ask  your  help.  I  don't  think  the  Corps  maybe  has  author- 
ity to  dispose  of  that  land  without  some  kind  of  due  process. 

We  certainly  do  also  continue  to  support  the  Corps'  work  and 
others  in  trying  to  deal  with  the  juvenile  fish  migration.  You  prob- 
ably saw  this  morning's  newspaper,  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  one 
of  the  things  that  bedeviled  us  after  we  figured  out  how  to  get  the 
big  fish  up,  is  how  to  get  the  small  fish  down,  and  that  has  been 
a  real  problem  and  we  are  struggling  with  it.  And  we  think  a  solu- 
tion to  that  will  be  found  over  time,  but  it  is  a  real  problem  with 
anadromous  fish  today  in  figuring  out  how  you  might  do  that. 

We  have  other  recommendations  in  our  statement,  such  as  the 
Corps'  involvement  in  the  North  American  Waterfowl  Management 
Plan.  We  do  agree  that  some  kind  of  expedited  process  should  be 
in  Section  404  so  that  people  can  appeal  decisions  and  get  a  fairly 
expedited  answer,  which  I  think  is  being  considered. 

We  reviewed  TVA's  budget  in  some  detail,  and  we  commend 
them  for  several  things  they  are  doing,  such  as  moving  out  to  pro- 
vide boating,  fishing  and  camping  on  some  lakes  that  are  high  pop- 
ular demand  and  doing  that  in  cooperation  with  States  and  others. 

We  also  are  somewhat  concerned  that  TVA  this  year  discon- 
tinued their  challenge  cost-share  program  in  their  budget,  which  is 
a  matching  proposition.  And  since  that  multiplies  Federal  funds, 
we  would  certainly  like  to  see  that  challenge  cost-share  program 
continue. 

Several  agencies  do  have  those  challenge  cost-share  programs, 
where  organizations  of  community-based  organizations,  which 
could  be  everything  from  a  local  Lion's  Club  to  Trout  Unlimited, 
could  cooperate  with  them. 

One  thing  involving  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
that  is  in  our  statement,  there  is  a  whole  bunch  of  studies  re- 
quired. Right  now  the  States  are  expected  to  make  recommenda- 
tions, but  with  no  way  to  finance  that.  And  that  has  been  a  con- 
tinuing concern. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  that  completes  my  statement.  You  have  the  com- 
plete statement  before  you,  and  I  will  give  you  back  a  little  time. 
Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Peterson. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Peterson  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

ON  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1996  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE 

U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS,  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION, 

FEDERAL  ENERGY  REGULATORY  COMMISSION, 

AND  TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORITY 

by  R.  Max  Peterson,  Executive  Vke-President 

International  Association  of  F1^  and  Wildlife  Agencies 

Maixh  21,  1995 


The  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies,  founded  in  1902,  is  a  quasi- 
governmental  organization  of  public  agencies  charged  with  the  protection  and  management  of 
North  America's  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  The  Association's  governmental  members  include 
the  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  of  the  states,  provinces,  and  federal  governments  of  the  U.S., 
Canada,  and  Mexico.  All  SO  states  are  members.  The  Association  has  been  a  key  organization 
in  promoting  sound  resource  management  and  strengthening  federal,  state,  and  private 
cooperation  in  protecting  and  managing  fish  and  wildlife  and  their  habitats  in  the  public  interest. 
1  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  share  our  perspectives  with  you  today. 

In  these  times  of  fiscal  constraint,  the  Association  recognizes  and  appreciates  the  modest 
increases  to  some  of  the  natural  resource  agencies'  budgets.  Accordingly,  we  have  made 
thoughtful  deliberations  over  our  recommendations  and  have  beai  careful  to  support  only  prudent 
and  modest  increases  where  it  is  necessary. 


U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

The  Association  supports  the  continued  involvement  and  expansion  of  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  and  environmental  programs  within  the  Corps.  The  FY  1996  budget  proposal  shows  that 
the  Corps  is  planning  to  continue  this  important  work. 

Our  Association  <q)preciates  the  leadership  of  this  Committee  to  provide  funding  for 
mitigation  projects.  We  support  the  continued  mitigation,  including  riparian  restoration,  related 
to  the  Tennessee-Tombigbec  Waterway.  We  endorse  the.  $?.1  million  budgeted  toward  progress 
in  CQmplgting  thi?  PTOJWt. 

We  support  the  increased  funding  for  the  Section  1 135  environmental  projects  which  are 
bging  gxpandgd  in  funding  from  $8  mUUQn  to  $2g  million  for  FY  96.  The  Association  would 
like  to  see  less  limitation  on  the  type  of  fish  and  wildlife  projects  that  are  eligible  for  funding 
under  Section  1 135.  Also,  the  amount  of  engineering  that  has  been  required  on  some  of  these 
projects  makes  them  cost-prohibitive  for  states  to  participate  as  a  cost-share  partner.  Also,  we 
ask  that  the  Corps  aUow  in-kind  match  toward  the  25%  share  of  the  project. 

The  Association  is  also  supportive  of  the  funding  requested  for  some  of  the  large  river 
restoration  projects  such  as  those  planned  for  the  Kissimmee  River,  Columbia  River  and  the 
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upper  Mississippi.   It  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  country  to  restore  the  habitat  and  hydrology 
components  on  these  rivers  that  have  been  significantly  altered  under  previous  projects. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  announced  plans  to  divest  its  ownership  of  11 
fish  hatcheries  around  the  nation.  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  are  likely  to  take  over 
operations  of  some  of  these  hatcheries  as  they  have  done  in  the  past.  Some  federal  hatcheries 
are  on  federal  lands  managed  by  the  Corps.  States  will  want  fee  title  to  the  lands  and  structures 
on  the  hatchery  grounds.  In  some  states  fee  title  is  necessary  to  make  capital  investments.  We 
ask  that  the  Toms  take  necessary  steps  to  transfer  th«^  partimly  lands  to  the  states.  This  wiU 
enable  some  states  to  assume  responsibiUtv  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  hatcheries. 

The  Association  supports  increased  funding  of  Sll  million  to  enable  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  regulatory  program  to  implement  the  President's  Wetlands  Plan  of  August  24.  1993. 

With  regard  to  the  Corps'  regulatory  authority  under  the  Qean  Water  Act  of  1972.  we 
strongly  support  the  implementation  of  a  streamlined  program  to  process,  review,  issue  permits. 
and  provide  an  appeals  procedure  for  the  permitting  of  activities  in  waters  of  the  United  States- 
including  wetlands  associated  permits  and  jurisdictional  determinations  as  well  as  sand  and  gravel 
dredging  activities.  The  Association  believes  a  strong  partnership  program  with  state  agencies 
affords  the  best  opportimity  for  balanced  conservation  of  aquatic  resources. 

We  continue  to  support  the  Corps  program  to  restore  salmon  and  other  ani^r^m<^v«  fi<}^ 

in  the  Pacific  Northwcat;  wc  recpmmcnd  funding  of  $79  miUion  tp  continue  construction  of 

juvenile  fish  migration  faciUties.    Without  such  improved  facilities,  other  efforts  to  restore 

salmon  populations  vyill  probably  not  be  succcaaful. 

Due  to  dramatic  impact  of  aquatic  plants  on  recreational  fishing  and  boating,  the 
International  recommends  the  inclusion  of  tlO  millinn  in  fimriiny  fnr  Mwrimialion  of  aquatic 

plant  control  rtflmrch  an<1  demonstration  as  conducted  at  the  Conw'  Waterway  Eroerimcnt 


The  Association  recommends  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  actively  cooperate  in  the 
Federal-State-private  Qean  Streams  Initiative  that  is  included  in  the  US  Department  of  Interior 
Office  of  Surface  Mining  budget  to  restore  fish,  aquatic  life,  and  recreational  opportunity  to 
streams  damaged  by  add  mine  drainage  resulting  from  past  cool  mining  activities.  Ihfi 
Association  recommenda  the  Corps  provide  funding  in  the  amount  of  $10  million. 

ffifi-Bcommend  the  Corps  of  Enpneen  continur  Tfflfiarrrh  and  demonstration  of  control 
strategies  for  ?d>ra  mnmrli  io  the  amount  of  $1 .0  million. 

The  Association  recommends  that  the  Corps  continue  in  partnership  with  State  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Agencies  to  initiate  a^licable  restoration,  mitigatioa  and  conservation  projects.  EOC 
example,  we  request  the  Corps  continue  to  participate  in  the  North  American  Waterfowl 
Manafcment  Plan  thmufh  wetlands  conservation,   wetlands  identification,  and  wetlands 
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acquisition. 

Much  wetland  restoration  is  needed  in  the  Southeast,  but  many  are  alarmed  by  restoration 
project  proposals.  Pilot  restoration  projects  of  an  experimental  nature  would  be  useful,  for 
example,  to  restore  the  hydrology  and  habitat  value  of  some  of  the  Corps'  ditched  projects  in 
the  Southeast.  A  pilot  project  could  refine  techniques  that  would  be  useful  and  more  universally 
appUcable.  The  Association  recommends  that  $750.000  of  the  increase  requested  for 
implementing  the  President's  wetland  plan  be  used  to  accommodate  a  pUot  wetland  restoration 
project. 

We  continue  to  recommend  that  Congress  provide  specific  generic  legislative  direction 
to  the  Corps  to  ensure  that  older  projects  include  adequate  authority  and  direction  for  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement. 

The  Association  supports  funding  of  $15  million  for  wetlands  and  aquatic  habitat 
restoration  including  the  beneficial  use  of  dredged  materials  for  habitat  enhancement  and  riparian 
habitat  restoration. 

The  Association  recommends  that  the  Corps  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  State  fish 
and  wildlife  agencies  to  identify  priority  restoration,  mitigation  and  remediation  projects  needing 
the  Corps'  attention.  The  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  are  generally  aware  of  where  Corps 
projects  could  most  effectively  enhance  the  status  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  through 
improvements  to  habitat.  In  particular,  we  encourage  the  Corps  to  participate  in  funding 
projects  to  meet  the  objectives  of  the  North  American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan. 


TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORnT  (TV A) 

The  TVA  budget  request  for  FY  1996  is  approximately  $140.5  million.  The  Association 
supports  and  commends  the  proposal  with  regard  to  funding  for  stewardship,  water  and  land 
initiatives,  Land  Between  the  Lakes  (LBL),  conservation-oriented  economic  development,  and 
the  Environmental  Research  Center  (ERC). 

The  Association  recommgnds  that  TVA  actively  support  and  participate  in  the  Statga* 
Cig^  Stream  Initiative  with  the  Office  of  Surface  Mimng  (QSM)  to  complete  projects  in  the 
TVA  service  area  and  thai  TVA  fmi  participation  in  the  amount  of  $IQ  million.  These  state- 

Federal-private  cooperative  projects  are  engaged  in  restoring  fish,  aquatic  life,  recreational  and 
economic  opportunity  in  watersheds  damaged  by  acid  mine  drainage  from  past  coal  mining 
activities. 

The  Association  supports  funding  of  stewardship  programs  including  reservoir  and  stream 

vital  signs  monitoring  ($1.53  millinnV  Clean  Water  Initiative  and  River  Action  Teams  ($8.6 

miiiipn).  and  Riparian  Zone  Stabiliyati<>n  ($i.Q  miUjon).  We  stropgly  support  the  Rcscrvoif 
Release  improvement  prpject  and  find  that  local  con^mmUucs  benefit  from  enhanced  sport  fishing 
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and  tOUriam  opportunity.     The  Association  is  concerned,  however,  that  this  program  is 
underfunded  r$0.3  million^  in  the  FY  96  budget. 

The  Association  recognizes  the  importance  of  boating,  fishiny.  camping,  hunting,  wildlife 
observation,  and  other  conservation-oriented  activities  at  Land  Between  th«>.  Taln^  fLBU  and 
suDtwrt  funding  in  the  amount  of  $6.2  million. 

The  Association  commends  TVA  for  focusing  on  public  access  areas  and  boat  launch 
facilities.  Tourism  associated  with  TVA  facilities  is  essential  to  the  economic  well  being  of 
adjacent  communities.  We  strongly  support  the  proposed  budget  for  FaciUtv  Management  r$  H .  1 
miUion)  and  Dam  Reservation/Reservoir  Facility  Administration  ($7.5  million^  understanding 
that  a  significant  portion  of  this  budget  Ues  in  capital  contribution  of  access  areas  and  boat 
launches. 

We  are  encouraged  that  TVA  has  undertaken  a  serious  review  of  public  lands  along  TVA 
reservoirs  and  rivers  to  insure  these  properties  are  not  utilized  in  such  a  manner  as  to  exclude 
public  use.  Further,  we  support  current  and  future  planning  efforts  that  insure  conservation  and 
protection  of  riparian  habitat. 

The  Association  was  dis^)pointed  to  hear  that  the  Challenge  Cost  share  program  initiated 
in  FY  95  is  not  included  in  the  FY  96  request.  Program  success  in  1995  was  evident  as 
matching  funds  were  found  at  a  ratio  of  3: 1  and  many  worthwhile  projects  were  initiated.  The 
Association,  in  recognition  of  these  fiscally  difficult  times,  recommends  that  the  TVA  re-institute 
the  challenge  cost  nmoram  within  available  fiinris  and  emphariTJ.  ^operative  access  development 
and  boat  launch  construction. 


FEDgML  ENERGY  REQULATORY  COMMISSION  (FERO 

The  Association  recommends  Congressional  appropriation  of  %5  million  to  aUow  FERC 
to  reimburse  state  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  for  studies  and  reviewn  annftgatwl  ynth  hvdropower 
relicensing  activities.  Section  1701  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  was  amended  in  1992  specifically 
to  authorize  reimbursement  to  states  for  this  work.  FERC  has  never  sought  appropriated  funds 
for  this  purpose.  If  qjpropriated  funds  cannot  be  provided,  FERC  should  be  instructed  to 
require  reimbursement  for  this  work  by  the  licensee.  Otherwise,  projects  will  be  proposed  for 
relicensing  without  adequate  studies  of  appropriate  fish  and  wildlife  licensing  requirements.  This 
invites  conflict  and  possibly  more  stringent  requirements,  including  water  releases,  than  would 
be  needed  if  more  adequate  studies  were  made. 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  (BQR) 

The  Association  recognizes  with  apprtdatioa  the  continued  BOR  shift  away  from  project 
construction  and  toward  non-stiuctuial  water  resources  management  objectives.  The  enhanced 


water  conservation,  reclamation  and  partnership  themes  of  the  FY  96  budget  request  certainly 
makes  sense  in  the  climate  of  the  times.  The  Association  notes  with  particular  appreciation  the 
number  of  projects  specifically  designed  to  enhance  and  restore  fish  and  wildUfe  resources 
associated  with  BOR  holdings. 

Water  Conservation  and  Reuse  -  BOR  has  requested  funding  for  new  water  management 
and  conservation  activities.  This  request  for  added  funding  for  these  activities,  funds  made 
available  largely  through  reductions  in  other  more  traditional  activities,  is  supported  bv  the 
Association.  Among  the  types  of  work  proposed  are  improvements  in  Colorado  River 
operations,  including  new  ^jproaches  to  water  salir^r/  control;  irrigation  management 
improvements;  and  water  reclamation  and  reuse  projects  in  California. 

Cential  Vallev  Project  -  It  is  most  appropriate,  and  stronplv  supported  by  the  Association 
that  the  BOR  has  requested  use  of  $43.6  million  from  the  Centi^  VaUev  Project  Restoration 
Fund  for  much  needed  and  overdue  actions  to  benefit  environmoital  conditions  a.wnriatftri  with 
the  Central  Valley  Project.  The  habitat  restoration  and  improvement,  screening  construction, 
and  acquisition  of  water  for  refuge  resources,  and  the  continued  work  on  the  water  temperature 
conti-ol  capabilities  at  Shasta  Dam  will  help  restore  fish  and  wildlife  resources  that  have  been 
adversely  impacted  by  this  project. 

Columbia/Snake  River  Salmon  Recovery  Project  -  The  Association  supports  BQR's 
request  for  $1.5  million,  including  $10  million  fpr  water  purchases,  to  address  the  increasingly 

jgriQus  siuiatiop  associated  wjth  thg  gndanggred  salmonid  populatjons  of  these  watgrghc^is. 

While  it  is  truly  unfortunate  that  steps  to  remedy  fish  passage  problems  in  these  rivers 
necessitated  a  jeopardy  biological  opinion,  it  is  recognized  with  appreciation  that  the  FY  96  BOR 
budget  includes  fimding  for  water  to  provide  flows  to  enhance  downstream  migration  of  young 
fish.  Adequate  and  safe  conveyance  capability  for  young  fish  is  absolutely  essential  to  restoring 
salmon  populations. 

Colorado  River  Endangered  Species  Recovery  --  Responding  to  species  poised  virtually 
on  the  brink  of  extinction,  the  BOR  has  requested  an  increase  in  fiinding  for  critical  work  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.  The  Association  supports  the  request  for  $8.5  million  for  water 
acquisition,  habitat  improvements  and  construction  of  rearing  facilities  for  these  endangered 


Wetlands  Development  -  It  is  surprising  for  the  Association  to  note  that  while  the  FY 
96  BOR  budg^  focuses  to  an  heretofore  unknown  extent  on  problem  solving  for  fish  and  wildlife 
deficiencies  associated  with  BOR  projects,  the  Wetlands  Development  line  item  reflects  a  40 
percent  decline  compared  to  FY  95  fiinding  levels.  In  past  years,  the  Association  has  urged  the 
BOR  to  become  a  more  active  participant  in  wetlands  projects.  Wetland  conservation, 
restoration  and  protection  are  key  ingredients  to  the  success  of  the  North  American  Waterfowl 
Management  Plan  and  the  PartnCTs  in  Flight  initiative.  Ttir,  A^''^^'**^on  requests  that  Congress 
restore  funding  for  the  Wetlands  Development  line  item  to  the  $3.1  milUon  level  appropriated 
in  FY  9g. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
LAS  VEGAS  WASHES  PROJECT,  NEVADA 

WITNESSES 

mis  Z.  BLETSCH,  CHAIRMAN,  CLARK  COUNTY  REGIONAL  FLOOD  CON- 
TROL DISTRICT  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS,  LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA 

GALE    ERASER,    GENERAL    MANAGER,    CLARK    COUNTY    REGIONAL 
FLOOD  CONTROL  DISTRICT,  LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA 

Mr.  Myers.  I  understand  whoever  is  representing  now  the  Clark 
County  Regional  Flood  Control  District,  Ms.  Bletsch  and  Gale  Era- 
ser, you  are  recognized. 

Your  prepared  statements  are  placed  in  the  record,  and  you  may 
proceed  up  to  five  minutes. 

Ms.  Bletsch.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee,  I 
am  Iris  Bletsch,  Chairman  of  the  Clark  County  Regional  Flood 
Control  District  Board  of  Directors.  With  me  is  Gale  Fraser,  the 
General  Manager  of  the  Flood  Control  District. 

I  would  like  to  start  by  thanking  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
present  testimony  regarding  the  need  to  continue  the  construction 
of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control  project  in  the 
Las  Vegas  Valley.  Las  Vegas  has  experienced  unprecedented 
growth  over  the  past  25  years  and  all  signs  indicate  that  this 
growth  will  continue. 

In  1970,  the  total  population  of  Clark  County  was  273,000.  By 
1990,  that  population  had  exploded  to  800,000.  Current  estimates 
indicate  that  the  population  of  the  Valley  will  reach  1  million  by 
the  end  of  this  year. 

Since  1960,  the  area  has  also  experienced  at  least  seven  million- 
dollar  floods.  Floods  which  caused  in  excess  of  a  million  dollars  in 
damage  to  public  and  private  facilities. 

In  that  same  time  frame,  at  least  22  people  have  lost  their  lives 
in  nine  separate  flash  flood  events.  Much  of  this  devastation  in  loss 
of  life  has  occurred  along  the  Flamingo  Wash.  In  all  likelihood,  the 
level  of  damages  and  deaths  would  have  been  severely  diminished 
or  would  have  been  nonexistent  if  the  projects  proposed  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  had  been  in  place. 

The  plan  identified  by  the  Corps  includes  four  debris  basins,  four 
detention  basins,  28  miles  of  primary  channels,  and  a  network  of 
lateral  collector  channels.  The  total  cost  of  the  project  is 
$217,500,000.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  entire  project  will  be  com- 
pleted by  the  year  2002. 

This  year,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  use  past  appropriations  to 
initiate  construction  of  the  first  feature  of  the  project,  the  Red  Rock 
Detention  Basin  modifications.  The  administration's  fiscal  year 
1992  Civil  Works  Budget  Request  presented  to  Congress  includes 
$4  million  for  additional  phases  of  the  Tropicana  and  Flamingo 
Washes  Project. 

When  combined  with  the  programmed  carryover  funds,  these 
monies  will  allow  the  Corps  to  complete  construction  of  the  Red 
Rock  Dam  modifications,  initiate  construction  of  the  Tropicana 
Dam  and  continue  with  the  engineering  and  design  of  the  addi- 
tional project  features. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  important  public  safety  project  de- 
signed to  provide  flood  protection  for  one  of  the  fastest-growing 
urban  areas  in  the  Nation.  We  ask  that  you  provide  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  with  the  amount  included  in  the  administration's  re- 
quest in  order  to  allow  the  implementation  of  additional  phases  of 
the  project. 

Because  of  the  rapid  rate  of  growth  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley, 
there  is  a  strong  likelihood  that  some  features  of  the  project  will 
be  implemented  prior  to  completion  of  the  plans  and  specifications 
by  the  Corps.  The  Corps'  existing  regulations  do  not  allow  the  local 
sponsors  to  receive  full  credit  for  the  construction  of  those  features. 

It  would  be  advantageous  to  us  if  language  allowing  such  a  credit 
were  added  to  the  appropriate  legislation.  Language  similar  to  the 
following  is  suggested:  The  flood  control  project  for  the  Tropicana 
and  Flamingo  Washes,  Nevada,  authorized  by  Section  101  of  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992  is  modified  to  provide 
that,  if  the  non-Federal  and/or  other  interests  carry  out  any  work 
associated  with  the  project,  the  Secretary  shall  credit  the  non-Fed- 
eral sponsors  an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of 
such  work  without  interest.  The  Secretary  shall  consider  the  costs 
and  benefits  produced  by  any  work  which  is  carried  out  under  the 
preceding  sentence  by  non-Federal  and/or  other  interests  in  which 
the  Secretary  determines  is  compatible  with  such  project. 

The  suggested  language  is  not  without  precedent.  It  is  our  under- 
standing that  the  California  ports  were  successful  in  having  similar 
language  added  in  past  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Regional  Flood  Control  District  also  has  seri- 
ous concerns  regarding  the  major  change  in  policy  for  future  Corps 
of  Engineers  flood  control  projects  which  is  proposed  by  the  admin- 
istration. If  effected,  this  change  in  policy  could  significantly  im- 
pact the  Corps'  level  of  involvement  in  projects  similar  to  the 
Tropicana  and  Flamingo  Washes  Project.  Rather  than  elaborating 
on  our  concerns  at  this  time,  we  have  included  a  discussion  of  them 
in  our  written  testimony. 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

Mr.  Fraser  and  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  statement  and  it  is 
good  to  see  you  again. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Fraser  follows:] 


TESTIMONY  PREPARED  IN  SUPPORT  OF 


CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  OF  $4,000,000 

FOR  THE  USACOE  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT  ON  THE 

TROPICANA  AND  FLAMINGO  WASHES 

LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA 


Prepared  for  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 

House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 


presented  by 

Iris  Z.  Bletsch 

Chairman,  Board  of  Directors 

Clark  County  Regional  Flood  Control  District 

March  21, 1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  I'm  Iris  Bletsch,  Chairman  of  the  Clark  County 
Regional  Flood  Control  District  Board  of  Directors.  With  me  today  is  Gale  Fraser,  the  General 
Manager  and  Chief  Engineer  of  the  Flood  Control  District.  I  would  like  to  start  by  thanking  you 
for  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  you  today  in  order  to  present  testimony  regarding  the 
need  to  continue  the  construction  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineer's  flood  control  project  in 
the  Las  Vegas  Valley. 

Las  Vegas  has  experienced  unprecedented  growth  over  the  past  twenty-five  years  and  all  signs 
indicate  that  this  growth  will  continue  for  some  time  into  the  future.  People  have  moved  from 
all  parts  of  the  nation  to  seek  employment,  provide  necessary  services,  and  become  part  of  this 
dynamic  community.  In  1970,  the  total  population  of  Clark  County  was  273,000.  By  1990,  that 
population  had  exploded  to  800,000  —  95  percent  of  whom  lived  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley.  Nearly 
5,000  people  have  moved  into  the  area  each  and  every  month  for  the  last  five  years  making  Las 
Vegas  one  the  fastest  growing  areas  in  the  nation.  With  an  annual  growth  rate  of  between  five 
and  six  percent,  current  estunates  indicate  that  the  population  of  the  Valley  will  exceed  one 
million  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

Since  1960,  the  area  has  also  experienced  at  least  seven  "million  dollar  floods"  -  floods  which 
caused  in  excess  of  $1,000,000  in  damages  to  public  and  private  facilities.    In  that  same  time 
frame  at  least  22  people  have  lost  their  lives  in  nine  separate  flash  flood  events.   In  1990,  three 
people  died  in  separate  flooding  incidents,  and  two  more  drowning  deaths  were  suffered 
in  1992. 

Much  of  this  devastation  and  loss  of  life  has  occurred  along  the  Flamingo  Wash.  In  all 
likelihood,  the  level  of  damages  and  deaths  would  have  been  severely  diminished  or  would  have 
been  non-existent  if  the  projects  proposed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  had  been  in  place.  These 
facilities  are  designed  to  collect  the  flood  flows  from  a  160  square  mile  contributing  drainage 
area,  funnel  them  into  detention  basins,  and  then  release  these  flows  through  the  urbanized  area 
of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  at  non-damaging  rates.  Because  flow  over  the  alluvial  fans  which  ring 
the  Valley  is  so  unpredictable  in  terms  of  the  direction  it  will  take  during  any  given  flood,  all  of 
the  components  of  the  Corps'  plan  are  critical. 

The  plan  identified  in  the  Corps'  Feasibility  Study  for  the  Tropicana  and  Flamingo  Washes 
Project  includes  four  debris  basins,  four  detention  basins,  28  miles  of  primary  channels,  and  a 
network  of  lateral  collector  channels.  The  debris  basins  are  designed  to  collect  flood  flows  from 
undeveloped  areas  at  the  headwaters  of  the  alluvial  fans  and  trap  large  bedload  debris  before  it 
enters  the  channels  and  causes  erosion  damage.  The  detention  basins  will  function  to  greatly 
reduce  the  magnitude  of  the  flood  flows  so  that  the  flows  can  be  safely  released  through  the 
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developed  urbanized  area  at  non-damaging  rates.  The  outflow  from  the  debris  basins  and  the 
reduced  flows  from  the  detention  basins  will  be  contained  in  the  primary  channel  system  which 
will  also  serve  as  outfalls  for  the  lateral  collector  channels.  While  this  latter  element  is 
considered  to  be  a  non-Federal  element  of  the  entire  plan,  it  is  a  necessary  element  for  the  plan 
to  function  properly.  The  total  cost  of  the  project  is  $217,500,000.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
entire  project  will  be  completed  by  the  year  2002. 

The  Feasibility  Report  for  this  project  was  completed  in  October  1991,  and  Congressional 
authorization  was  obtained  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  (WRDA)  of  1992.  The  first 
federal  appropriations  to  initiate  construction  of  the  project  became  available  through  the  Energy 
and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Act,  1994.  This  bill  provided  $3,685,000  for 
preconstniction  engineering  and  design,  as  well  as  initial  construction  funding  in  the  amount  of 
$3,000,000.  The  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Act,  1995  provided 
construction  funding  in  the  amount  of  $7,000,000.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  use  these  funds 
in  this  fiscal  year  (FY  95)  to  initiate  construction  of  the  first  feature  of  the  project,  modifications 
to  the  Red  Rock  Detention  Basin. 

Certain  elements  of  the  Corps'  plan  have  already  been  constructed  by  the  local  community  but 
require  modifications  in  order  to  fit  into  the  Corps'  plan  and  fulfill  the  need  for  a  "total  fan 
approach"  to  the  flooding  problems  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley. 

The  Red  Rock  Detention  Basin  was  constructed  by  Clark  County  in  1985.  In  order  to  increase 
the  level  of  downstream  protection  provided  by  this  feature,  the  releases  from  the  basin  will  be 
reduced  and  its  capacity  to  hold  flood  waters  will  be  increased  by  a  combination  of:  1)  increasing 
the  height  of  the  embankment,  and  2)  excavating  additional  material  from  the  impoundment 
area.  The  funding  provided  through  previous  appropriations  will  be  used  to  initiate  the 
construction  of  these  modifications.  It  is  expected  that  construction  will  begin  in  June  of  this 
year  and  continue  for  nearly  one  year. 

Clark  County  also  constructed  the  Upper  Flamingo  Detention  Basin.  This  facility  was  completed 
in  February  1992  and  is  one  of  the  linchpins  of  the  entire  program.  Under  the  Corps's  plan,  the 
releases  from  this  feature  will  also  be  reduced  and  its  storage  capacity  increased.  The  Flood 
Control  District  and  Clark  County  have  been  working  with  the  local  development  community  in 
an  efTort  to  have  them  remove  the  excess  sand  and  gravel  from  the  impoundment  area  of  this 
facility.  Our  goal  is  to  have  the  construction  contractor  for  the  project  remove  this  surplus 
material  for  their  own  uses  at  no  cost  either  to  the  Federal  or  local  governments,  thus  providing 
a  significant  savings  to  total  project  costs  as  well  as  to  the  construction  schedule. 
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As  one  of  the  local  sponsors  for  this  important  flood  control  project,  we  are  anxiously  awaiting 
the  start  of  construction  and  we  are  certain  that  Clark  County  is  as  anxious  as  we  are  for  this 
project  to  begin.  The  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  has  been  fully  executed  and  construction 
will  begin  within  the  next  few  months.  The  District  has  completed  a  right-of-way  acquisition  plan 
which  identifles  the  land  ownership  of  all  of  the  parcels  in  the  area  of  the  Corps'  project.  We 
are  in  a  position  that  will  allow  us  to  acquire  the  necessary  parcels  in  the  most  expeditious 
manner  possible  as  soon  as  the  Corps  establishes  the  alignment  for  any  feature  of  the  project. 
The  District  has  also  been  setting  aside  over  $600,000  each  month  in  order  to  accrue  sufflcient 
funds  to  meet  our  share  of  the  total  project  costs.  I  realize  that  this  may  not  sound  like  a 
significant  amount  in  terms  of  the  Federal  budget;  but  you  should  realize  that  $600,000  is 
roughly  25  percent  of  the  District's  total  monthly  revenues.  Obviously  this  is  a  very  important 
public  works  project  to  southern  Nevada  and  the  Las  Vegas  community. 

The  Administration's  fiscal  year  1996  Civil  Works  Budget  Request,  presented  to  Congress  on 
February  6,  1995,  includes  $4,000,000  for  the  continued  design  and  construction  of  additional 
phases  of  the  Tropicana  and  Flamingo  Washes  Project.  Combined  with  the  programmed 
carryover  funds,  these  funds  will  allow  the  Corps  to  complete  the  construction  of  the  Red  Rock 
Dam  modiflcations,  initiate  the  construction  of  the  Tropicana  Dam,  continue  the  planning, 
engineering  and  design  of  the  Flamingo  Diversion  Channel,  and  initiate  the  planning,  engineering 
and  design  of  the  Flamingo  Channel. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  important  public  safety  project  designed  to  provide  flood  protection 
for  one  of  the  fastest  growing  urban  areas  in  the  nation.  We  ask  that  you  provide  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  with  the  $4,000,000  included  in  the  Admlmstration's  Civil  Works  Budget  Request 
in  order  to  allow  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  the  design  and  construction  of 
additional  phases  of  the  project. 

Because  of  the  rapid  rate  of  growth  being  experienced  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley,  there  is  a  strong 
likelihood  that  some  features  of  the  Corps'  Tropicana  and  Flamingo  Washes  project  will  be 
implemented  by  the  local  community  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  plans  and  speciflcations  by 
the  Corps.  The  Corps'  existing  regulations  do  not  allow  the  local  sponsors  to  receive  credit  for 
the  construction  of  those  features.  It  would  be  advantageous  to  both  Clark  County  and  the 
Regional  Flood  Control  District  if  language  allowing  such  a  credit  were  added  to  the  appropriate 
legislation.   Language  similar  to  the  following  is  suggested: 
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The  flood  control  project  for  the  Tropicana  and  Flamingo  Washes,  Nevada,  authorized 
by  Section  101  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992  (P.L.  105-580,  Section 
101(13),  (106  Stat.  4797))  is  modified  to  provide  that,  if  the  non-Federal  and/or  other 
interests  carry  out  any  work  associated  with  the  project,  the  Secretary  shall  credit  the 
Non-Federal  Sponsors  an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  such  work, 
without  interest.  The  Secretary  shall  consider  the  costs  and  benefits  produced  by  any 
work  which  is  carried  out  under  the  preceding  sentence  by  non-Federal  and/or  other 
interests  and  which  the  Secretary  determines  is  compatible  with  such  project. 

The  suggested  language  is  not  without  precedent.  The  Regional  Flood  Control  District 
understands  that  the  California  Ports  (Los  Angeles  and  Long  Beach  Harbors,  San  Pedro  Bay, 
California)  were  successful  in  having  similar  language  added  to  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1988  to  provide  credit  for  work  they  performed  m  advance  of  another  Corps 
of  Engineers  project. 

The  Regional  Flood  Control  District  also  has  serious  concerns  regarding  the  major  changes  in 
policy  for  future  Corps  of  Engineers  fiood  control  projects  which  are  proposed  in  the 
Administrations's  FY96  Civil  Works  Budget.  If  effected,  this  change  in  policy  could  significantly 
impact  the  Corps'  level  of  involvement  in  projects  similar  to  the  Tropicana  and  Flamingo  Washes 
project.  It  is  our  understanding  that  under  the  proposed  policy,  mvolvement  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  would  be  limited  to  those  projects  which  have:  1)  at  least  50  percent  of  their  waters 
originating  outside  the  state  in  which  the  project  is  located,  2)  a  benefit  cost  ratio  of  2  to  1,  and 
3)  a  local  sponsor  willing  and  able  to  provide  75  percent  of  the  project  costs.  Based  upon  the 
first  criteria  alone,  in  the  western  states  only  projects  along  the  Colorado,  Snake  and  Columbia 
Rivers  would  appear  to  be  eligible  under  the  Administration's  proposal.  Intrastate  floods  can 
be  as  devastating  as  interstate  floods.  To  withhold  the  technical  expertise,  broad  experience,  and 
financial  resources  of  the  federal  government  from  local  governments'  efforts  to  protect  the  lives 
and  property  of  its  citizens  is  short-sighted  at  best.  We  believe  that  dollars  are  better  spent  on 
preventing  disasters  than  on  recovering  from  them.  This  proposed  policy  should  not  be 
implemented. 

Thank  you  for  your  time.  Mr.  Fraser  and  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORITY 

WITNESS 

JERRY  L.   CAMPBELL,   EXECUTIVE   DIRECTOR,   TENNESSEE   VALLEY 
PUBLIC  POWER  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Myers.  Timothy  Baker,  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Directors 
of  the  Rubber  Pavements  Association? 

Mr.  Jerry  Campbell,  Executive  Director  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Public  Power  Association. 

Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  for  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Campbell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill. 

On  behalf  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Public  Power  Association,  I 
am  here  to  support  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  request  for  Fed- 
eral appropriations  to  fund  the  nonpower  program  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority.  TVPPA,  is  the  regional  service  organization  for 
TVA's  wholesale  customers;  110  municipal  electric  utilities  and  50 
rural  electric  cooperatives  who  buy  all  their  wholesale  power  from 
TVA  and  together  provide  electric  service  to  the  8  million  people 
that  exist  in  the  TVA  7-State  region. 

The  Clinton  administration's  fiscal  year  1996  funding  request  for 
the  nonpower  program  is  $140  million,  as  you  know,  less  than  last 
year's  request.  This  is  significantly  down  from  the  $222  million  ap- 
propriated by  Congress  in  1980.  In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Mr. 
Bevill,  as  close  observers,  we  feel  confident  that  TVA  continues  to 
tighten  its  belt  on  all  of  its  programs. 

During  the  past  decade,  the  Agency  cut  its  payroll  by  50  percent 
by  eliminating  jobs  and  trimming  administrative  expenditures.  In 
a  word,  TVA  has  become  much  more  competitive.  And  these 
changes  could  not  come  at  a  better  time. 

Today,  the  electric  utility  industry  is  undergoing  tremendous 
change  to  it's  very  structure,  as  you  know,  and  both  TVA  and 
TVPPA  have  met  numerous  challenges  brought  on  by  that  change. 
Efficiency  is  up;  duplication  and  other  efforts  are  down.  TVA's 
nonpower  program  has  been  streamlined  and  made  more  efficient. 

For  years,  Federal  appropriations  have  funded  a  wide  range  of 
TVA  economic  development  projects  and  natural  resource  manage- 
ment programs  throughout  the  Valley.  But  before  mentioning  a 
couple  of  the  most  critical  programs,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  I 
want  to  stress  that  Federal  appropriated  funds  do  not  support 
TVA's  power  program.  This  is  a  point  that  we  find  is  increasingly 
misunderstood  in  Congress. 

The  power  program,  which  serves  8  million  people  and  makes 
TVA  one  of  the  largest  electric  utilities  in  the  country,  is  totally 
self-sustaining  and  is  fully  paid  for  by  the  electric  customers,  not 
taxpayers  or  the  Federal  Government.  Likewise,  capital  additions 
are  financed  by  bonds  which  TVA  issues  in  the  private  capital  mar- 
ket, and  these  bonds  are  not  guaranteed  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  the  interest  paid  by  TVA  to  its  bond  holders  is  not  tax 
exempt. 

Nonpower  program  activities  presently  funded  through  the  Fed- 
eral appropriations,  which  we  in  the  Valley  feel  are  very  important. 
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include  the  stewardship  program  which  supports  flood  control, 
navigation,  and  other  public  purposes  associated  with  the  manage- 
ment of  TVA's  dams  and  reservoirs;  the  environmental  research 
center,  which  works  with  local  and  State  governments.  Federal 
agencies,  universities  and  private  industry  on  environmental  prob- 
lems, including  ways  to  control  pollution  from  agricultural  munici- 
pal and  utility  activities;  also,  water  and  land  programs  which  en- 
able TVA  to  comply  with  requirements  of  the  Federal  Clean  Water 
Act  and  also  the  Clean  Air  Act;  the  Land  Between  the  Lakes  pro- 
gram which  supports  the  major  recreation  and  resource  manage- 
ment demonstration  projects  administered  year  round  throughout 
the  valley;  and  last,  TVA  Community  Partnerships,  which  provide 
a  comprehensive  regional  economic  development  program  of  water- 
front improvement,  business  recruitment  and  also  start-up  tech- 
nologies. 

I  think  you  will  find,  as  we  observe,  that  TVA  is  making  its  pro- 
grams more  efficient,  more  streamlined  and  with  less  duplication 
of  efforts  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies. 

The  Members  of  TVPPA  support  TVA's  efforts  to  manage  pro- 
grams that  include  meaningful  benefits  to  people  of  the  region  and 
the  country.  And  let  me  say  that  we  appreciate,  certainly,  the  as- 
sistance this  committee  has  given  to  TVA's  nonpower  appropria- 
tions in  the  past.  We  are  very  appreciative  of  that. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  Mr.  Campbell,  I  can  tell  that  you  Mem- 
bers of  this  committee  fully  understand  that  the  power  is  independ- 
ent, self-sustaining.  I  know  some  Members  maybe  don't  realize 
that. 

Mr.  Campbell.  I  appreciate  that. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Campbell  follows:] 


Testimony  of  Jerry  Campbell 

Executive  Director 

Tennessee  Valley  Public  Power  Association 

Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

House  Appropriations  Committee 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

March  21, 1995 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  On  behalf  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Public  Power 
Association  (TVPPA),  I  wish  to  support  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  request  for 
federal  appropriations  to  fund  the  non-power  program  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority. 

TVPPA  represents  1 10  municipal  electric  utilities  and  50  rural  electric  cooperatives 
that  serve  eight  million  people  in  seven  states  --  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Kentucky, 
Georgia,  Virginia,  North  Carolina,  and  Tennessee.  TVPPA  members  have  both  direct 
and  indirect  interests  in  supporting  TVA  programs  funded  through  Congressional 
appropriations. 

The  Clinton  Administration's  FY  1996  funding  request  for  the  non-power  program 
is  $140  million  -  less  than  last  year's  request.  This  is  significantiy  down  from  the  $222 
million  appropriated  by  Congress  for  the  non-power  program  in  1980.  In  fact,  Mr. 
Chairman,  TVA  continues  to  tighten  its  belt  on  all  its  programs. 

During  the  past  decade,  for  example,  while  TVA  was  modernizing  its  facilities  and 
increasing  its  power  production,  TVA  was  also  cutting  its  payroll  by  50  percent.  Many 
jobs  were  eliminated,  layers  of  bureaucracy  were  trimmed,  and  administrative 
expenditures  were  greatiy  reduced.  In  a  word,  T^A  has  become  more  competitive. 

These  changes  could  not  have  come  at  a  better  time.  Today  the  electric  utility 
industry  is  undergoing  tremendous  changes  to  its  very  structure,  and  both  TVA  and 
TVPPA  have  met  numerous  challenges  brought  by  that  change:  efficiency  is  up,  while 
duplication  of  efforts  is  down.  The  non-power  program  has  been  streamlined  and  made 
more  efficient,  and  there  is  littie  or  no  duplication  between  TVA  programs  and  other 
federal  programs. 

For  years,  federal  appropriations  have  funded  a  wide  range  of  TVA  economic 
development  projects  and  natural  resource  management  programs  throughout  the 
Tennessee  Valley.  Before  discussing  the  non-power  programs  in  detail,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  emphasize  that  federal  funds  appropriated  by  Congress  do  not  support  TVA's 
power  system.  That  system,  which  serves  eight  million  people,  makes  TVA  one  of  the 
largest  electric  utilities  in  the  country.  But  the  power  program  is  self-sustaining  ~  it's 
paid  for  and  supported  by  the  electric  customers,  the  ratepayers,  who  pay  for  all  the 
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paid  for  and  supported  by  the  electric  customers,  the  ratepayers,  who  pay  for  all  the 
generation  and  transmission  of  TVA's  power.  Capital  additions  are  financed  by  bonds 
which  TVA  issues  in  the  private  capital  market.  These  bonds  are  not  guaranteed  by  the 
federal  government,  and  the  interest  paid  by  TVA  to  bond  holders  is  not  tax  exempt. 

Since  1933,  TVA's  multipurpose  mandate  has  recognized  that  power  production, 
economic  prosperity,  and  the  integrated  management  of  natural  resources  are  all 
interrelated.  While  the  power  program  continues  to  serve  the  local  region,  the 
non-power  program  provides  a  number  of  benefits  not  only  to  Tennessee  Valley 
communities,  but  impacts  the  economies  of  several  areas  across  the  country.  Several  of 
TVA's  non-power  programs  provide  national  benefits. 

Activities  for  the  non-power  program  presendy  funded  through  federal 
appropriations  include: 

0      navigation,  flood-control  and  other  public  purposes  associated  with  management  of 
TVA's  dams  and  reservoirs.  These  functions  are  customarily  borne  by  the  federal 
government,  and  would  be  funded  by  the  federal  government  in  any  event. 

o      the  Environmental  Research  Center,  which  works  with  local  and  state  governments, 
federal  agencies,  universities,  and  private  industry  on  environmental  problems, 
including  ways  to  control  pollution  from  agricultural,  municipal,  and  utility 
activities.  Technologies  developed  at  the  Center  are  transferred  to  both  the  public 
and  private  sectors  nationwide. 

0      the  Stewardship  program,  which  supports  resource  management  applications  that 
enhance  TVA's  goal  of  becoming  an  environmental  leader.  Central  to  this  program 
is  the  Clean  Water  Initiative,  which  is  administered  along  the  Tennessee  River's 
1 1,000  miles  of  shoreline;  other  projects  under  the  program  include  water  quality 
tests,  revegetation  efforts,  and  volunteer  shoreline  cleanup  campaigns. 

o     Water  and  Land  programs,  which  enable  TVA  to  comply  with  requirements  of  the 
federal  Clean  Water  Act  and  Clean  Air  Act.  In  addition,  TVA  has  devised  a 
comprehensive  approach  to  watershed  management  that  helps  combat  nonpoint 
source  pollution. 

o      the  Land  Between  the  Lakes  program,  which  supports  the  major  recreation  and 
resource  management  demonstration  projects  that  are  administered  year-round 
throughout  the  Valley.  Program  officials  recendy  developed  an  aggressive 
strategic  plan  that  integrates  recreation,  tourism,  economic  development,  and 
environmental  education,  which  is  used  to  train  thousands  of  Tennessee  Valley 
teachers. 
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0      Community  Partnerships,  which  provide  a  comprehensive,  regional  economic 
development  program  of  waterfront  improvement,  business  recruitment,  and 
start-up  technology.  More  than  200  predominately  rural  counties  are  served  by  this 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  now  like  to  highlight  several  key  features  of  the  individual 
non-power  programs,  beginning  with  Stewardship. 

Stewardship  ($70.3  million) 

Stewardship  funds  account  for  half  of  the  entire  appropriations  package  requested 
by  the  Administration.  This  program  offers  an  excellent  example  of  TYA's  partnership 
with  the  federal  government  ~  TVA  currently  manages  and  coordinates  operations  of 
48  federal  dams  along  the  Tennessee  River  and  its  tributaries.  TVA  has  the  sole 
responsibility  for  this  program  in  the  Tennessee  Valley;  consequently,  there  is  no 
duplication  of  management  activities.  Of  course.  Congress  could  decide  that  TVA 
would  no  longer  be  responsible  for  its  stewardship  functions,  but  other  federal  agencies 
would  have  to  take  its  place. 

Other  activities  under  the  stewardship  program  include  flood  control,  navigation, 
reservoir  release  plans,  and  a  Clean  Water  initiative.  TVA  controls  flooding  along  650 
miles  of  the  Tennessee  River.  After  last  year's  heavy  rains,  TVA's  flood  control 
program  prevented  an  estimated  $1  billion  in  possible  flood  damages  across  the  entire 
Valley.  The  city  of  Chattanooga  would  have  been  devastated  were  it  not  for  the  present 
TVA  flood  control  program. 

But  the  impacts  felt  by  TVA's  programs  are  not  only  local.  Two  years  ago,  when 
the  Mississippi  and  Ohio  Rivers  overflowed,  TVA  restrained  the  flow  from  the 
Tennessee  River,  saving  billions  of  dollars  and  numerous  lives.  In  1988,  when  the 
drought  stalled  hundreds  of  barges  heading  toward  the  Mississippi,  TVA  released  water 
that  helped  keep  the  great  river  flowing,  saving  billions  of  dollars  for  American 
consumers  and  the  shipping  industry. 

Land  Management  ($10.9  million') 

TVA  is  responsible  for  the  management  of  more  than  250,000  acres  along  1 1 ,000 
miles  of  shoreline,  which  includes  land  that  TVA  uses  to  maintain  a  system  of  dams  and 
lakes  and  to  control  flooding.  Today  TVA  is  devising  a  comprehensive  strategy  to 
improve  the  development  and  protection  of  area  shorelines.  The  Shoreline  Management 
Initiative  is  already  attracting  national  attention,  and  will  help  reduce  TVA's  administrative 
costs.  The  National  Forum  for  Nonpoint  Source  Pollution  recendy  selected  the  program  as 
one  of  the  25  most  innovative  and  environmentally  significant  programs  in  the  country. 
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Other  activities  under  this  program  include  environmental  compliance  plans, 
including  providing  for  the  management  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  and  critical 
weUand  areas.  TVA  also  manages  160  public  recreational  areas;  visitation  to  such  areas 
contributes  more  than  $1  billion  annually  to  the  economy  of  the  Tennessee  Valley. 

Economic  Development  f$20.8  million) 

TVA's  mission  of  economic  development  is  especially  critical  to  the  area's  rural 
community.  Over  55  percent  of  the  people  in  the  TVA  region  live  in  rural  areas;  their 
average  income  is  27  percent  below  the  national  average.  In  addition,  18  percent  of  the 
rural  population  live  in  poverty.  For  the  area's  African- American  community,  the 
numbers  are  even  worse. 

Stimulating  the  Valley's  economic  development  and  raising  the  standard  of  living  of 
the  area's  people  are  important  goals  of  TVA.  For  example,  TVA's  business  and 
community  development  program,  which  partners  with  other  area  businesses,  has  been  an 
invaluable  resource  that  continues  to  identify  job  opportunities.  For  area  communities, 
TVA  is  currentiy  developing  a  rural  incubation  network  patterned  after  the  successful 
Northeast  Mississippi  Business  Incubation  System. 

TVA  is  also  working  with  area  universities,  conmiunity  colleges,  and  the  private 
sector  to  help  bring  the  Valley's  rural  communities  into  the  information  age.  Such 
activities  include  providing  electronic  access  and  services  for  various  information  sources, 
including  health  care,  education,  and  business  opportunities. 

Environmental  Research  Center  ($32.3  million) 

The  Environmental  Research  Center  in  Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama,  is  dedicated  to 
solving  critical  environmental  problems.  The  center  focuses  mainly  on  ozone  pollution 
research,  watershed  protection  strategies,  and  biotechnology  for  treatment  of  industrial 
wastes  and  toxic  contaminants.  TVA  is  no  longer  involved  in  fertilizer  research,  and 
hasn't  been  in  five  years. 

TVA  has  recendy  improved  the  efficiency  of  the  center's  operations  by  cutting  staff 
levels  by  50  percent  from  what  they  were  ten  years  ago,  including  reducing  the  number  of 
managers  from  39  to  8.  In  addition,  partnerships  have  been  formed  with  the  academic 
community,  the  private  sector,  and  other  federal  agencies  to  increase  the  efficiency  of 
research  capabilities,  and  to  reduce  duplicative  efforts. 

A  current  project  of  the  Environmental  Research  Center  includes  a  major  study  of 
ground-level  ozone  pollution,  which  involves  100  scientists  from  across  the  country. 
TVA  is  part  of  the  Southern  Oxidants  Study,  which  is  based  in  Nashville.  The  study, 
which  analyzes  data  from  ground- level  ozone  research  conducted  in  1994,  will  have  broad 
national  implications  for  millions  of  Americans. 
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TVA  is  also  testing  a  new  technology  that  could  help  clean  up  long-neglected 
industrial  waste  sites.  In  a  partnership  with  the  University  of  Tennessee  and  Oak  Ridge 
National  Laboratory,  TVA  has  conducted  successful  lab  research  that  tests  the  use  of 
microorganisms  to  transform  and  degrade  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs).  Futiu-e 
results  from  the  research  could  have  implications  for  various  industries,  as  well  as 
improving  the  environment. 

Land  Between  the  Lakes  ($6.2  million) 

TVA  is  responsible  for  managing  the  Land  Between  the  Lakes  National  Recreation 
Area  in  Tennessee  and  Kentucky.  The  area  includes  the  170,000  acre  national 
recreation  and  environmental  education  area  located  between  Kentucky  and  Barkley 
lakes.  The  area  also  includes  300  miles  of  undeveloped  shoreline,  one  of  the  country's 
largest  uninterrupted  stretches  of  public  forests. 

The  Land  Between  the  Lakes  attracts  more  than  two  million  visitors  a  year,  they 
contribute  to  a  $400  million  tourist  industry  in  the  region.  Appropriations  cover  only 
part  of  the  operating  costs  of  the  program  -  the  remainder  is  paid  for  by  TVA's 
insistence  diat  user  fees  help  defray  costs.  Last  year,  user  fees  covered  20  percent  of  the 
program's  costs;  fees  will  cover  30  percent  this  year,  and  35  percent  next  year. 

I  think  you  will  agree  that  TVA  is  making  its  programs  more  efficient  and 
streamlined,  with  less  duplication  of  efforts  by  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies.  The 
members  of  TVPPA  support  TVA's  efforts  to  manage  its  programs  in  an  integrated 
fashion  that  delivers  benefits  to  people  of  the  region  and  the  country. 

I'd  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  AQUATIC  WEED  CONTROL 

WITNESS 

JEFFREY  D,  SCHARDT,  ENVIRONMENTAL  ADMINISTRATOR,  BUREAU 
OF  AQUATIC  PLANT  MANAGEMENT,  FLORIDA  DEPARTMENT  OF  EN- 
VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Mr.  Myers.  Timothy  Baker. 

Dr.  Ronald  Atlas — I  am  sorry,  Jeffrey  Schardt,  Environmental 
Administrator  of  Bureau  of  Aquatic  Plant  Management,  Florida 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection. 

Mr.  Schardt,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Schardt.  Thank  you. 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  good  morning,  Mr.  Bevill.  I 
am  Jeffrey  Schardt,  I  have  worked  with  the  Bureau  of  Aquatic 
Plant  Management,  a  subdivision  of  the  Florida  Department  of  En- 
vironmental Protection,  for  the  past  19  years.  Currently,  I  admin- 
ister the  funding  for  aquatic  plant  control  in  Florida  public  waters. 

I  wish  to  brief  the  subcommittee  on  the  dire  consequences  which 
would  occur  if  the  administration's  recommendation  to  cut  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  aquatic  weed  control  budget  goes  through  as 
proposed. 

Although  my  experience  is  in  the  State  of  Florida,  I  am  here 
today  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  governor,  whose  letter  is  attached 
to  my  written  testimony.  I  am  also  here  to  represent  all  of  the 
States  who  have  joined  or  need  to  join  the  campaign  to  control 
invasive  exotic  plants  nationwide. 

There  is  a  small  number  of  plants  which  have  been  introduced 
in  the  United  States  that  can  quickly  overwhelm  water  bodies  and 
cause  billions  of  dollars  of  damage,  management  problems  and  lost 
incomes  each  year.  Invasive  exotic  plants  are  not  localized,  but 
rather,  they  are  regional  and  nationwide  problems. 

Some  examples  of  these  plants  are  the  floating  waterhyacinth  in 
the  Southeast,  the  submersed  Eurasian  watermilfoil,  now  present 
in  35  States,  and  probably  worst  is  the  submersed  species  hydrilla. 
All  of  these  plants  form  dense  impenetrable  mats  at  the  water  sur- 
face, and  if  not  managed  quickly,  can  create  economic  and  ecologi- 
cal disasters.  Details  are  in  my  written  testimony.  But  some  of  the 
examples  include  massive  fish  kills  in  Florida  waterways  filled 
with  hydrilla;  shut  down  hydroelectric  power  facilities  in  South 
Carolina  where  hydrilla  clogged  water  intakes;  and  loss  of  rec- 
reational opportunities  in  Michigan,  Washington,  Wisconsin  and 
Alabama  from  dense  growths  of  Eurasian  watermilfoil;  threats 
from  hydrilla  to  recreation  and  agricultural  water  supplies  in  Cali- 
fornia; accelerated  filling  in  of  Louisiana's  waterways  choked  with 
waterhyacinth;  and  flooding  and  jeopardized  transportation  in  Flor- 
ida as  hydrilla  restricts  drainage  from  reservoirs  and  jams  against 
bridges. 

Despite  the  problems  that  exist,  exotic  plant  management,  even 
in  Florida's  hydrilla-infested  waters,  is  achievable.  Technology  is 
available  to  manage  plants  in   a  cost-effective,  environmentally 
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compatible  way.  Funding  is  usually  the  limiting  factor  precluding 
effective  plant  management. 

The  national  government  has  a  deep  economic  interest  in  suc- 
cessful aquatic  plant  management  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  in 
the  best  position  to  provide  a  leadership  role.  The  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers manages  numerous  reservoirs  and  waterways  across  the 
country,  some  of  which  are  already  infested  with  exotic  plants  and 
some  of  which  are  threatened  by  plants  in  adjacent  waters.  This  is 
as  much  a  part  of  reservoir  management  as  is  dredging  and  struc- 
tural repairs. 

Cost-share  projects  are  protecting  Corps'  reservoirs  from  being 
contaminated  by  milfoil,  for  example,  in  Washington  and  hydrilla, 
for  example,  in  Georgia  and  South  Carolina.  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments cannot  continue  these  programs,  however,  without  finan- 
cial assistance  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Conversely,  such  States  as  Alabama  cannot  afford  to  treat  water- 
ways contaminated  by  hydrilla  from  upstream.  Corps'  research  and 
program  guidance  provides  the  States  with  technologies  they  can- 
not afford  to  gather  on  their  own.  Corps'  cost-share  grants  are  ef- 
fective in  jump-starting  new  programs,  particularly  important 
when  exotic  plants  first  infest  a  new  water  body  and  eradication 
is  possible.  They  are  effective  in  sustaining  and  expanding  State 
participation  in  existing  programs. 

The  multiplier  effects  of  the  cost-share  program  are  enormous.  In 
Florida,  50  cents  in  Corps'  cost-share  funds  protects  a  thousand 
dollars  of  recreational  uses  in  public  waters.  Each  50  cents  paid 
containing  or  eradicating  new  hydrilla  infestations,  now  saves  more 
than  $100  in  management  costs,  if  hydrilla  were  to  grow  out  of  con- 
trol later. 

In  summary,  the  administration's  proposed  cuts  in  the  aquatic 
plant  control  cost-share  program  comes  at  a  pivotal  point  in  many 
States'  management  efforts.  We  need  only  look  to  Florida  for  exam- 
ples of  successful  aquatic  plant  management  when  funding  is  ade- 
quate, and  the  crises  which  develop  when  funding  is  insufficient. 

Each  year  that  management  of  invasive  exotic  aquatic  plants  is 
delayed  or  funding  is  insufficient,  problems  expand  and  become 
more  expensive  to  manage  the  following  year.  Hydrilla  or  milfoil, 
problems  existing  in  one  water  body  today,  will  develop  in  another 
if  management  is  not  swift  and  effective. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  cost-share  program  is  relatively  small, 
up  to  $12  million  in  annual  expenditures.  However,  control-ori- 
ented research,  program  development,  and  funding  assistance  pro- 
vided by  the  Corps  saves  millions  of  dollars  in  management  costs 
and  lost  incomes  each  year. 

People  who  use  the  Nation's  waterways  are  dependent  on  this 
program  and  we  need  your  continued  support  of  this  program  in 
order  to  protect  these  national  waterways. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  your  continued  support. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Schardt,  for  your  very  fine  state- 
ment. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Schardt  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

JEFFREY  SCHARDT 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ADMINISTRATOR 

BUREAU  OF  AQUATIC  PLANT  MANAGEMENT 

FLORIDA  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 

FOR  THE 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

ON  THE 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  BUDGET 

AQUATIC  PLANT  CONTROL  PROGRAM  FUNDING 

MARCH  21,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  this 
opportunity  to  provide  testimony  on  the  importance  of  continued 
Corps  participation  in  states'  efforts  to  control  exotic  aquatic 
weeds.  I  echo  the  recommendations  of  water  managers  nationwide  for 
the  continued  full  funding  of  the  Aquatic  Plant  Control  Program 
(00.36)  of  the  Corps  General  Construction  budget. 

This  is  a  severe,  nationwide  problem;  in  many  areas  the 
infestation  is  so  severe  that  navigation  and  flood  control  are  now 
critical  concerns.  As  state  legislatures  work  to  improve  state 
funding  to  help  resolve  this  crisis,  there  is  clearly  an  ongoing 
national  interest  in  keeping  waterways  free  of  these  exotic  plants. 

The  Administration's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  recommends  eliminating 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  Aquatic  Plant  Control  Cost  Share  Program 
with  the  states.  Although  this  program  is  relatively  small,  capped 
at  $12  million  annually,  the  benefits  are  enormous.  Cost  share 
funds  provide  research  which  states  cannot  afford.  Corps  personnel 
advise  states  on  potential  problems  with,  and  effective  solutions 
for,  invasive  exotic  aquatic  plants,  and  provide  important  cost- 
share  start  up  funds  to  begin  state  control  programs.  Where 
aquatic  plant  related  problems  already  exist,  cost -share  funds 
preserve  water  uses  and  prevent  or  slow  their  spread  into 
uncontaminated  waters  within  states  or  across  state  borders. 

INVASIVE  EXOTIC  AQUATIC  PLANTS 

Native  aquatic  plants  are  beneficial  to  lakes  and  rivers  by 
providing  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  nutrient  filtration,  and 
shoreline  stabilization.  But  a  few  exotic  aquatic  plant  species 
that  have  been  introduced  into  the  United  States  can  quickly 
overwhelm  water  bodies,  costing  billions  of  dollars  in  management 
and  lost  revenues  each  year.  Problems  include:  loss  of 
recreational   and  business  opportunities,   increased  flooding. 
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degraded  water  quality  and  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  accelerated 
filling  in  of  lakes  and  reservoirs,  loss  of  hydroelectric  power 
generation,  depressed  property  values,  and  negative  impacts  to 
irrigation  and  domestic  water  supplies. 

Invasive  exotic  plants  are  not  confined  by  political  boundaries, 
but  rather  are  regional  and  often  nationwide  problems.  The  worst 
among  these  plants  include:  the  floating  waterhyacinth  of  the  Gulf 
Coast  and  South  Atlantic  regions,  the  submersed  Eurasian 
watermilfoil  which  is  establishing  throughout  North  America,  and 
probably  worst  of  all,  the  submersed  species,  hydrilla.  All  are 
among  the  fastest  growing  plants  known,  possessing  multiple 
reproductive  strategies  that  make  control  difficult  and  eradication 
nearly  impossible.  Therefore,  periodic  preventive  control  actions 
must  be  taken  to  maintain  exotic  plant  populations  at  low  levels. 

EXAMPLES  OF  PROBLEMS 

Although  milfoil  and  hydrilla  are  submersed  species,  both  form 
dense,  nearly  impenetrable  mats  at  the  water  surface.  Like 
waterhyacinth,  they  can  create  ecological  and  economic  nightmares 
if  not  controlled. 

■  In  one  of  the  largest  fish  kills  of  recent  Florida  history, 
nearly  10  million  fish  died  in  1985  in  Corps  of  Engineers 
constructed  and  managed  Rodman  Reservoir,  when  dense  hydrilla 
growth  depleted  oxygen  in  the  water. 

■  The  endangered  Everglades  kite  and  wood  stork  are 
jeopardized  when  hydrilla  and  waterhyacinth  cover  Florida 
waters  preventing  these  species  from  seeing  their  aquatic 
prey.  Drifting  mats  of  waterhyacinth  destroy  Everglades  kite 
nests. 

■  Hydroelectric  power  on  Lake  Moultrie  in  South  Carolina  was 
shut  down  in  1991  when  hydrilla  mats  clogged  the  water  intake 
pumps , 

■  The  drinking  water  intake  pumps  in  the  St .  Johns  River  which 
supply  100,000  people  in  the  City  of  Melbourne,  Florida  are 
jeopardized  by  mats  of  hydrilla. 

■  The  Kissimmee  River  Restoration  Project  in  South  Florida 
will  cost  hundreds  of  millions  in  state  and  federal  dollars. 
Hydrilla  now  fills  the  65,000  acres  of  lakes  that  provide 
flood  control  for  the  surrounding  communities  as  well  as  the 
water  source  for  the  restoration  project.  Light  to  moderate 
rainfall  events  in  1994  resulted  in  flooding,  as  hydrilla- 
impeded  water  discharged  through  this  Federal  Navigation 
Project.  Heavy  rainfall  and  high  winds  common  to  this  area 
could  produce  catastrophic  results. 

■  Clear  Lake  in  northern  California  lies  at  the  head  of  the 
Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  through  which  passes  65%  of 
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California's  water  supply.  Hydrilla  is  expanding  in  Clear 
Lake,  and  not  only  jeopardizes  the  estimated  $50  million 
recreational  value  of  the  lake,  but  also  the  delivery  of 
irrigation  water  to  a  huge  portion  of  California's  $22  billion 
agricultural  industry. 

■  A  1985  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  study  values 
Florida's  fresh  waters  at  $1.5  billion  per  year  from 
recreational  fishing  alone.  More  than  a  quarter  million 
anglers  who  fish  in  Florida  fresh  waters  each  year  come  from 
other  states.  When  hydrilla  infests  a  water  body  in  Florida, 
use  drops  by  as  much  as  90%. 

EXTENT  OF  THE  EXOTIC  PLANT  PROBLEM 

Nearly  all  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  cost -share  aquatic  plant 
control  funds,  and  much  of  the  research  effort  are  applied  toward 
the  management  of  waterhyacinth,  hydrilla,  and  Eurasian 
watermilfoil.  Waterhyacinth  infests  all  of  the  Gulf  Coast  states 
into  the  Carolinas,  with  the  most  severe  impacts  in  Florida, 
Louisiana  and  Texas. 

Eurasian  watermilfoil  spread  into  33  states  in  the  first  40  years 
after  its  introduction  into  the  Washington  D.C.  area  in  1942. 
Today,  active  milfoil  management  is  conducted  in  many  of  these 
states.  Several,  including  Florida,  Wisconsin,  and  Washington, 
receive  cost  share  funds.  Others,  for  example,  Michigan  and 
Minnesota,  have  petitioned  for  Corps  of  Engineers  cost-share  funds 
to  manage  and  prevent  further  spread  of  Eurasian  watermilfoil,  but 
are  not  yet  in  the  program. 

Hydrilla  was  introduced  into  Florida  in  the  1950' s  and  has  spread 
into  all  of  the  Gulf  Coast  and  South  Atlantic  states  and  Tennessee. 
A  second  strain  of  hydrilla  that  was  later  imported  in  the 
Washington  D.C.  area  has  found  its  way  as  far  south  as  Georgia,  and 
has  been  transported  to  California. 

All  of  the  states  into  which  hydrilla  has  been  introduced  now  have 
severe  problems.  This  plant  has  reached  crisis  levels  in  Florida, 
doubling  its  population  during  the  past  two  years  to  100,000  acres 
in  42%  of  Florida's  public  waters.  The  estimated  hydrilla  control 
cost  in  Florida  now  exceeds  $14  million  annually. 

A  1992  U.S.  Coast  Guard  study  estimated  that  more  then  300,000 
boats  are  trailered  into  Florida  each  year.  Many  of  these  boats 
(and  trailers)  find  their  way  into  hydrilla  infested  waters  and 
serve  as  vectors  to  accelerate  the  spread  of  hydrilla  to  other 
states.  The  states  of  Oregon,  Washington,  Nevada  and  Arizona  are 
carefully  watching  California's  hydrilla  eradication  program.  If 
California  does  not  quickly  eradicate  hydrilla,  it  will  eventually 
spread  state-wide  and  then  contaminate  these  neighboring  states, 
just  as  hydrilla  continues  to  spread  across  the  eastern  half  of  the 
nation  from  Florida. 
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MANAGEMENT  PERSPECTIVES 

Technology  is  available  to  manage  exotic  aquatic  plants,  even  in 
Florida's  heavily  infested  waters.  Management  programs  which 
integrate  herbicides  with  mechanical  and  biological  controls  have 
been  developed  to  provide  cost-effective  and  environmentally 
friendly  control  of  exotic  aquatic  plants.  However  applications  of 
these  programs  and  further  research  and  development  of  efficient 
control  practices  is  most  often  limited  by  funding. 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  ROLE  IN  AQUATIC  PLANT  CONTROL 

Aquatic  Plant  Management 

There  is  a  national  interest  in  the  control  of  invasive,  exotic 
aquatic  plants,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  in  the  best  position 
to  take  the  leadership  role  in  this  process.  The  Corps  constructed 
and  now  maintains  numerous  reservoirs  and  waterways  across  the 
nation.  Aquatic  plant  control  is  as  much  a  part  of  waterbody 
maintenance  as  is  dredging  or  structural  upkeep.  Furthermore, 
effective  control  of  these  exotic  plants  restores  and  protects 
aquatic  habitats  and  the  biological  integrity  of  the  waterbody. 

Many  Corps  maintained  waters  are  infested  with  exotic  plants  and 
threaten  adjacent  waters.  For  example,  the  state  of  Alabama  cannot 
afford  to  treat  hydrilla  in  the  Tombigbee  Waterway  between  the 
Coffeeville  Reservoir  and  Mobile  Bay  without  assistance  from  the 
Corps.  Yet  this  area  was  infested  by  hydrilla  from  upstream  Corps 
reservoirs. 

Without  assistance,  South  Carolina  cannot  afford  to  keep  hydrilla 
from  spreading  into  Corps  managed  waters  such  as  Hartwell,  Richard 
Russell  and  Strom  Thurman  Reservoirs  which  lie  astride  the  Georgia- 
South  Carolina  border.  Without  continued  support  from  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  cost-share  program,  the  state  of  Washington  cannot  afford 
to  manage  milfoil  in  the  Pend  Oreille  River.  This  program  is 
responsible  for  keeping  milfoil  from  being  transported  upstream  to 
Corps  reservoirs  which  do  not  currently  contain  milfoil. 

The  cost -share  grants  provided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  are 
effective  in  jump-starting  programs  in  the  states.  This  is 
particularly  important  when  exotic  plants  first  invade  an  area  and 
eradication  is  possible  at  a  low  cost.  Corps  cost-share  grants  are 
also  effective  in  sustaining  and  building  state  participation  in 
existing  programs. 

Cost-Benefits 

The  multiplier  effects  of  the  cost-share  program  are  enormous.  As 
mentioned  earlier.  Clear  Lake  in  California  provides  approximately 
$50  million  to  the  local  economy  through  recreational  activities 
alone  --  when  not  infested  with  hydrilla.  Florida's  fresh  waters 
collectively  provide  to  the  economy  $1.5  billion  from  fishing  alone 
--  when  they  are  accessible. 

In  Florida,  each  50  cents  in  Corps  cost-share  funds  protects  about 
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$1000  of  recreational  uses  in  public  lakes.  Each  50  cents  spent  to 
contain  or  eradicate  new  or  small  hydrilla  infestations  saves  more 
than  $100.00  in  control  costs.  Nationally,  this  program  translates 
into  billions  of  dollars  of  savings  in  management  costs,  beneficial 
uses,  protection  of  property  values  and  avoided  lost  revenues. 

Research  and  Program  Development 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  research  and  program  development  expertise 
is  invaluable.  Although  individual  states  can  become  knowledgeable 
in  managing  plant  problems  resulting  from  current  infestations  of 
local  waters,  none  has  the  staff  or  funding  to  prepare  for  problems 
which  have  not  yet  developed.  The  Corps'  Vicksburg,  Mississippi 
research  station  and  Jacksonville,  Florida  Support  Center  are 
equipped  to  provide  technology  and  operations  information  necessary 
for  quick  and  effective  responses  to  new  problems.  Often,  if 
invasive  aquatic  plants  are  managed  soon  after  introduction, 
eradication  is  possible. 

Individual  states  cannot  afford  to  fund  oversees  exploration  for 
biocontrols.  However,  results  of  Corps  biocontrol  research  are  now 
being  applied  from  New  England  through  Florida,  Texas  and  into 
Washington. 

SUMMARY 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  thank  you  and  members  of  this 
subcommittee  for  this  opportunity  to  share  the  view  of  many  states 
that  full  funding  of  the  Aquatic  Plant  Control  Program  in  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  budget  is  critical.  For  a  relatively  small  investment 
annually,  the  Corps  cost-share  program  can  save  billions  of  dollars 
in  state  water  management  costs  and  avoided  lost  revenues.  In  an 
attached  letter,  Florida  Governor  Lawton  Chiles  urges  this 
subcommittee  to  maintain  full  funding  of  this  program. 

Hydrilla  and  Eurasian  watermilfoil  problems  of  one  state  will  soon 
spread  to  many  others  if  management  is  not  both  swift  and 
effective.  Clearly,  the  control  of  invasive  exotic  aquatic  plants 
is  a  nationwide  --  not  local  --  problem.  State  aquatic  plant 
managers  need  this  program  to  continue  to  protect  these  national 
waterways . 
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STATE  OF  FIX>RIDA 


(©fftcc  of  tl|C  (ioiJcrmnr 

THE  CAPFTOL 
TALLAHASSEE.  FLORIDA  32399-000\ 

'"rH^RT^  March  16.  1995 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Subconnmittee  on  Energy  and  Waier  Development 
2372  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC  20515-1407 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

The  Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  recommends  eliminating  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
aquatic  plant  management  cost  share  program  with  the  states.   This  comes  at  a  time  when  many 
states,  including  Florida,  are  experiencing  surges  in  growth  of  invasive  exotic  plant  species.    Many  of 
these  plants,  for  example,  hydrilla  and  Eurasian  watermilfoll,  are  on  the  Federal  Noxious  Weed  Act 
Prohibited  Plant  List. 

Hydrilla  coverage  has  doubled  in  Florida  public  waters  during  the  past  two  years  and  now  infests 
nearly  100,000  acres.   The  most  severe  infestations  are  the  lakes  and  waterways  within  the 
Kissimmee  River  watershed,  part  of  which  is  a  Federal  Navigation  Project.   The  hydrilla  Infestation  Is 
so  severe  in  this  system  that  navigation  and  flood  control  are  now  critical  concerns.    The  latest 
estimate  of  funds  needed  to  control  hydrilla  and  floating  waterhyacinth  within  this  navigation  project 
exceeds  $6  million.   Nearly  $20  million  is  needed  to  manage  hydrilla  and  waterhyacinth  in  all  of 
Florida's  navigable  waters  that  are  accessible  to  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

While  the  Florida  Legislature  is  working  to  improve  state  funding  to  help  resolve  this  crisis,  there  is 
clearly  a  national  interest  in  keeping  waterways  free  of  exotic  plant  problems.   A  1985  U.  S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  report  estimated  that  recreation  in  Florida  fresh  waters  generates  $1.5  billion  per 
year.    More  than  250,000  out-of-state  visitors  fish  Florida  fresh  waters  each  year.    A  1992  U.  S. 
Coast  Guard  Study  calculated  that  300,000  boats  are  trailered  into  Florida  each  year.    Dense  hydrilla 
infestations  not  only  limit  this  interstate  commerce,  but  also   serve  as  foci  to  spread  hydrilla  to  other 
states  via  hydrilla  fragments  on  boat  motors,  trailers,  and  bait  wells. 

Please  do  all  that  you  can  to  not  only  restore  this  extremely  cost  beneficial  program,  but  also  provide 
sufficient  funding  to  help  us  reduce  the  level  of  exotic  plants  that  plague  Florida  waters.    Eradication 
of  invasive  exotic  plants  such  as  waterhyacinth  and  hydrilla  Is  virtually  impossible.    However, 
systematic  management  can  keep  these  biological  pollutants  under  control.    All  necessary  personnel 
and  management  plans  are  already  in  place;  only  the  funding  is  lacking.    Be  assured  that  any  Increase 
in  federal  funding  received  by  Florida  will  be  applied  directly  toward  hydrilla  and  waterhyacinth 
management  In  Florida  waterways,  which  are  truly  national  treasures. 

With  kind  regards,  I  am 


LAWTON  CHILES 
LC/kjs 
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Florida  Public  Waters  in  Which  Aquatic  Plants 
Are  Managed  With  Federal  and  State  Funds 


Lake  Tsola  Apopka 
Lake  Washington 
Lake  Weohyakapka 
Lake  Winder 


Small  scale  plant  management  in  lakes 

Large  scale  hydrilla  management  in  lakes 

Small  scale  plant  management  in  rivers 

Large  scale  hydrilla  management  in  rivers 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  RESEARCH 

WITNESS 

RONALD  M.  ATLAS,  Ph.D.,  CHAIR,  COMMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENTAL 
MICROBIOLOGY,  AMERICAN  SOCIETY  FOR  MICROBIOLOGY  AND 
PROFESSOR  OF  BIOLOGY,  UNIVERSITY  OF  LOUISVILLE 

Mr.  Myers.  Dr.  Ronald  M.  Atlas,  American  Society  for  Microbi- 
ology. 

Mr.  Atlas.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill. 

My  name  is  Ronald  Atlas,  Professor  of  Biology  at  the  University 
of  Louisville  in  Kentucky,  and  I  am  here  representing  the  Amer- 
ican Society  for  Microbiology.  The  ASM  is  the  largest  life  science 
society  in  the  world,  with  over  40,000  members,  with  interests  in 
health,  environment,  energy,  and  many  other  areas  as  well. 

We  are  here  today  in  support  of  the  Department  of  Energy's 
basic  sciences  program  request.  These  tend  to  be  some  long-term 
research  programs.  They  are  peer  reviewed.  They  are  the  highest 
scientific  quality.  And  they  span  a  number  of  areas  that  include  at- 
tempts to  find  alternate  fuels  for  sustainable  energy  needs,  such  as 
areas  such  as  bioremediation  to  clean  up  environmental  areas  that 
are  contaminated. 

We  would  note  that  in  this  year's  appropriation  request, 
bioremediation  is  included  with  the  DOE  request,  as  opposed  to 
previous  years,  where  it  was  in  the  EPA's  budget  request.  This  is 
a  fairly  new  program  for  DOE,  and  a  very  important  one,  particu- 
larly considering  the  number  of  sites  that  the  DOE  is  responsible 
for  cleaning  up  and  the  need  for  cost-effective  measures  in  doing 
so. 

We  also  think  it  very  important  that  the  basic  sciences  programs 
that  look  at  biotechnology  for  forming  fuels  is  a  very  important  pro- 
gram. We  know  that  Japan  is  engaged  in  a  major  effort  to  find 
biotechnological  ways  of  producing  hydrogen,  to  the  extent  that 
they  have  already  introduced  an  experimental  service  station  in 
California  that  is  pumping  hydrogen  into  cars.  And  there  appears 
to  be  a  major  attempt  looking  into  the  21st  Century  of  introducing 
hydrogen  automobiles  that  will  be  produced  in  Japan  with  fuels  of 
hydrogen,  and  we  think  this  will  have  a  major  impact  on  U.S.  eco- 
nomics in  the  energy  and  automotive  industries.  So  we  think  that 
the  DOE  programs  that  look  to  alternate  fuels  are  important. 

As  a  spin-off  in  the  Human  Genome  Project  that  DOE  has  en- 
gaged in,  a  microbial  genome  project,  and  has  requested  $3  million 
for  support  of  that  new  and  growing  program.  That  particular  pro- 
gram already  is  receiving  wide  acclaim  in  the  scientific  community. 

I  could  leave  for  you  an  article  headlined,  indicating  that  this 
will  be  a  treasure  trove  of  information  for  the  scientific  community 
that  will  have  wide-ranging  impacts  on  U.S.  industry  and  the  de- 
velopment of  biotechnologies  as  new  processes  are  developed.  This 
program  is  already  way  ahead  of  projections  in  terms  of  its  accom- 
plishments. It  was  viewed  skeptically  by  scientists  that  a  genome 
of  a  microorganism  could  be  sequenced. 

In  several  years,  it  took  the  first  program  half  a  year  to  complete 
the  first  sequence,  and  three  of  them  have  already  been  done  by 
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this  year.  So  it  is  very  efficient  program  and  very  important  to  the 
scientific  community. 

Our  original  hopes  were  that  this  would  receive  a  funding  re- 
quest of  about  10  million  this  year.  We  would  ask  this  subcommit- 
tee to,  in  fact,  consider  whether  3  million  is  adequate  in  light  of 
the  importance  of  this  program.  We  do  recognize  in  these  times  of 
budget  constraint  that  may  not  be  possible,  but  we  would  again 
highlight  the  importance  of  that  particular  program. 

Finally,  we  would  just  like  to  express  concern  about  the  propos- 
als of  the  Budget  Committee  to  eliminate  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy and  its  basic  sciences  program.  The  proposal  that  suggests  we 
would,  in  fact,  save  billions  of  dollars  in  research  may,  in  fact,  be 
short-sighted  if  it  leaves  the  United  States  far  behind  other  coun- 
tries such  as  Japan  in  terms  of  fuels  development  and  also  leaves 
the  U.S.  with  technologies  for  environmental  cleanup  that  are  not 
cost-effective,  so  we  think  we  should  be  looking  at  a  long-term  pros- 
pect of  what  the  impact  of  eliminating  these  programs  would  be. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Dr.  Atlas. 

Your  concerns  here  have  been  the  concerns  of  this  subcommittee 
for  a  good  long  time,  both  basic  and  advanced  research,  and  cer- 
tainly very  badly  needed  by  our  country.  And  it  is  an  area  which 
maybe  we  have  neglected  somewhat,  but  particularly  the  hydrogen 
vehicle.  At  one  time,  the  DOE  was  very  interested,  but  they  seemed 
to  have  cooled  off  because  of  the  cost  of  hydrogen  and  the  range 
of  the  vehicle.  Is  there  any  hope  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel  that  ei- 
ther of  those  two  can  be  satisfied? 

Mr.  Atlas.  I  have  been  working  at  the  Organization  of  Economic 
Development  as  a  consultant  in  Paris,  and  visited  Japan  a  number 
of  times.  The  Japanese  are  looking  at  the  year  2030  for  having  a 
hydrogen  vehicle  that  will  have  sufficient  rzinge,  and  they  are  look- 
ing to  biotechnology,  because  the  other  means  of  producing  hydro- 
gen economically  simply  were  not  there.  So  I  think  it  is  an  area 
that  we  urge  the  U.S.  government  to  review  and  look  at  what 
Japan  is  doing,  not  ignore  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  Dr.  Atlas. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Atlas  follows:] 


85 


STATEMENT 


AMERICAN  SOCIETY  FOR  MICROBIOLOGY 

Testimony  of  the 
American  Society  for  Microbiology 

Presented  by 

Ronald  M.  Atlas,  Ph.D. 

Chair,  Committee  on  Environmental  Microbiology 

American  Society  for  Microbiology 

and 

Professor  of  Biology 

University  of  Louisville 

before  the 


House  of  Representatives 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Public  Witness  Hearing 

on  the 

FY  1996  Appropriation  for  the  Department  of  Energy 

Microbiological  Research  Funding 

on 

March  21, 1995  at  11:50  a.m. 


86 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  name  is  Ron 
Atlas  and  I  am  a  Professor  of  Biology  at  the  University  of  Louisville  and 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Environmental  Microbiology  of  the 
American  Society  for  Microbiology's  (ASM)  Public  and  Scientific  Affairs 
Board.  I  am  testifying  today  on  behalf  of  the  ASM  in  support  of  the 
Department  of  Energy's  (DOE)  microbiological  research  programs, 
particularly  those  supported  by  the  DOE's  Offices  of  Basic  Energy  Sciences 
and  Health  and  Environmental  Research.  The  ASM  is  the  largest  life 
science  society  in  the  world  with  a  membership  of  approximately  40,000 
scientists,  who  work  in  universities,  government  and  industry.  The  interests 
of  microbiologists  in  human  well-being  involves  them  in  research  not  only 
on  the  control  of  diseases,  but  also  on  problems  encountered  in  the  area  of 
energy  and  the  environment. 

A  wide  range  of  important  microbial  research  and  development 
projects  are  currently  supported  by  the  DOE.  These  research  projects  share 
the  goal  of  producing  and  conserving  energy  in  environmentally  responsible 
ways.  Areas  of  research  include  basic  research  projects  in  microbiology  as 
well  as  extensive  development  of  microbiological  systems  to  produce 
alternative  fuels  and  chemicals,  to  recover  fossil  fuels,  to  improve  fossil 
fuel-related  processes,  to  remediate  environmental  problems  and  to  reduce 
wastes.  In  addition  to  the  Offices  of  Basic  Energy  Sciences  and  Health  and 
Environmental  Research,  other  department  offices  that  support  important 
microbiological  research  include  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy, 
Fossil  Energy,  Defense  Programs  and  Environmental  Management. 

The  ASM  strongly  supports  the  inclusion  of  basic  science  programs 
within  the  DOE.  While  relatively  small  in  terms  of  the  overall  DOE 
appropriation,  these  programs  produce  important  fundamental  discoveries 
that  provide  the  foundation  for  subsequent  developments  in  biotechnology 
related  to  energy  and  the  environment.  They  are  indispensable  if  the  United 
States  is  to  keep  pace  with  Japan  and  other  countries  in  the  quest  for 
sustainable  fuels  and  environmental  quality  into  the  twenty-first  century. 
The  projects  supported  by  these  programs  aim  at  discovering  biological 
mechanisms  and  principles  that  will  serve  as  the  basis  of  future  energy- 
related  biotechnologies.  They  are  usually  investigator-initiated  projects 
performed  at  academic  institutions  across  the  country  they  continue  to 
result  in  technology  transfer  based  upon  the  initiatives  of  the  investigators. 
They  emphasize  research  into  areas  neglected  by  other  agencies,  including 
carbohydrate  structure  and  function,  conversion  of  plant  polymers,  the 
genetics  and  physiologies  of  organisms  that  live  under  extreme 
environmental  conditions  and  potential  applications  of  organisms  for 
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environmental  cleanup.  In  cooperation  with  the  National  Science 
Foundation,  the  DOE  energy  biosciences  program  has  initiated  a  training 
program  in  microbial  physiology.  Microbial  physiology  is  extremely 
important  for  advances  in  biotechnology  and  has  been  identified  in  several 
government  supported  studies  as  a  critical  national  need  that  is  not  being 
met  by  university  graduate  programs. 

The  FY  1 996  appropriations  request  for  the  Energy  Biosciences 
Division  is  $30.2  million.  Last  year.  Congress  added  $3  million  to  the  FY 
1995  Biosciences  budget  for  plant  and  microbial  system  studies  to  address 
questions  related  to  remediation  and  metal  contamination,  which  are  serious 
problems  faced  by  the  DOE.    The  FY  1996  budget  request  contains  two 
additional  important  initiatives  in  environmental  technology  ($3  million) 
and  sustainable  development  ($0.73  million).  The  Energy  Biosciences 
Division's  operating  and  capital  equipment  budget  is  funded  in  FY  1996  at 
approximately  the  same  level  as  in  FY  1994.  The  ASM  continues  to  be 
concerned  about  the  adequacy  of  funding  for  basic  research  supported  by 
the  DOE  Energy  Biosciences  Division.  Further  erosion  of  funding  for  this 
program  will  have  a  deleterious  effect  on  important  biotechnology  and 
energy-related  research  and  on  the  entry  of  scientists  into  this  area  of 
research.  Promising  research  opportunities  will  be  missed,  which  will 
ultimately  affect  the  competitive  position  of  the  U.S.  in  biotechnology.  We, 
therefore,  encourage  Congress  to  maintain  adequate  funding  for  the 
important  research  supported  by  the  Energy  Biosciences  Program. 

Basic  science  programs  in  DOE's  Office  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Research  (OHER)  also  play  critical  roles  in  developing 
basic  scientific  information  not  generated  by  other  governmental  agencies. 
The  OHER  sponsors  important  research  on  bioremediation,  a  technology 
which  emerged  during  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill  as  a  cost  effective  way  of 
eliminating  pollutants.  The  DOE  is  responsible  for  numerous  contaminated 
sites.  This  research  is  leading  to  new  approaches  that  will  enable 
bioremediation  of  pollutants  such  as  chlorinated  solvents  in  soils  and 
aquifers.  The  DOE  Subsurface  Science  Program  sponsors  important 
research  on  bioremediation  that  fulfills  a  unique  role  of  combining 
microbiology  with  other  disciplines  required  for  bioremediation  research. 
Other  agencies  and  numerous  industries  that  face  pollution  problems  will 
also  benefit  from  DOE  sponsored  research.  The  Administration's  budget 
request  of  $6.6  million  will  permit  an  initiative  to  enhance  the  likelihood 
that  cost  effective  bioremediation  using  microbes  will  fulfill  its  potential  in 
environmental  restoration. 
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Building  on  the  technology  and  demonstrated  yield  for  human 
biology  of  the  ongoing  human  genome  project,  the  DOE  in  FY  1994  began 
a  microbial  genome  project.  This  project  will  provide  the  fundamental 
information  about  microbial  genetics  that  will  have  important  consequences 
in  the  development  of  energy  and  environmental  biotechnology.  It  is  also 
expected  to  have  important  spin  offs  in  the  area  of  human  health.  The 
program  is  funded  at  $3.3  million  for  FY  1995  and  the  Administration  has 
proposed  funding  at  $3  million  for  FY  1996.  The  DOE  has  put  in  place  the 
necessary  peer  review  and  advisory  program  to  ensure  that  the 
microorganisms  selected  for  sequencing  will  yield  the  greatest  scientific 
informational  benefits  and  that  the  research  is  of  the  highest  quality.  The 
program  has  already  received  acclaim  for  its  success.  The  initial 
microorganisms  studied  are  jBrom  the  Archaea,  a  distinct  evolutionary 
branch  of  life  that  has  led  to  microorganisms  that  live  in  extreme 
environments,  such  as  hot  springs  and  acid  pools.  They  carry  out  unique 
metabolic  activities,  such  as  the  generation  of  methane.  The  nucleotide 
sequences  of  three  organisms  from  this  group  will  be  completed  with  the 
FY  1995  allocation.  Microorganisms  with  vastly  different  genetic  and 
physiological  properties  can  be  sequenced  with  the  FY  1996  funds,  leading 
to  major  breakthroughs  in  our  understanding  of  the  relationships  between 
genetics  and  the  functional  properties  of  microorganisms,  including 
regulation  and  evolution.  The  ASM  believes  that  even  greater  benefits 
would  be  achieved  if  the  program  were  funded  at  a  level  of  $10  million  and 
requests  that  this  Subcommittee  consider  adding  funds  for  an  expanded 
microbial  genome  project. 

Finally,  we  wish  to  express  great  concern  about  the  proposal  of  the 
House  Budget  Committee  which  would  eliminate  the  Department  of  Energy 
and  its  research  programs.  To  eliminate  the  fundamental  research  programs 
of  the  DOE  is  shortsighted  and  economically  unsound.  The  DOE  is 
responsible  for  the  cleanup  of  various  sites  that  are  contaminated  with 
radionuclides,  heavy  metals,  chlorinated  solvents,  and  other  toxic 
chemicals.  Research  at  DOE  is  seeking  cost  effective  means  of 
remediation.  Elimination  of  the  DOE  and  its  research  programs  does  not 
eliminate  the  pollution  problems  that  the  US  government  remains 
responsible  for  removing;  it  only  eliminates  the  development  of  cost 
effective  ways  of  removing  the  contaminating  substances.  Also  eliminating 
research  into  alternate  and  clean  sources  of  energy  will  render  the  United 
States  even  more  dependent  on  foreign  sources  of  fiiels.  We  draw  your 
attention  to  the  major  Japanese  effort  in  developing  hydrogen  as  an 
alternate  fuel  source,  a  program  that  if  successftil  will  provide  an 


environmentally  friendly  fuel  that  could  reverse  global  warming  and 
revolutionize  the  automotive  and  fuels  industries.  Congress  should  not 
allow  the  US  to  drop  fuels  development  programs  and  risk  a  future  of 
importing  both  hydrogen  powered  automobiles  and  fuels  from  Japan. 
Instead,  the  US  should  maintain  a  leadership  role  in  these  industries. 
Congress  should  carefully  consider  the  long  term  impact  of  eliminating  the 
critical  research  currently  conducted  at  the  DOE  and  ensure  that  this  basic 
research  is  carried  forward. 

We  appreciate  your  support  for  the  DOE  basic  life  sciences 
programs  and  hope  that  the  ASM's  recommendations  will  be  useful  to  the 
Subcommittee.  I  would  be  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
DAmGERFIELD  REACH  PROJECT,  TEXAS 

WITNESS 
RUTH  CULVER,  UNCERTAIN  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 

Mr.  Myers.  Ruth  Culver  of  Uncertain  Audubon  Society. 

Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  up  to  five  minutes.  And  you  might  explain  what  un- 
certain— I  thought  Audubon  was  always  uncertain. 

Ms.  Culver.  I  guess  that  is  why  they  sent  me. 

Thank  you  Chairman  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill.  I  am  Ruth  Culver, 
and  I  do  live  on  the  shores  of  Caddo  Lake  in  northeast  Texas,  and 
I  am  the  Conservation  Chairperson  for  the  organization  known  as 
the  Uncertain  Audubon  Society. 

We  are  an  organization  which  spans  two  States,  Louisiana  and 
Texas,  and  there  is  a  small  community  on  Caddo  Lake  with  the 
name  of  Uncertain,  and  because  we  were  also  uncertain  which 
State  to  incorporate  in,  and  the  uncertain  future  of  this  lake  that 
I  am  here  to  talk  to  you  about  today,  we  decided  that  so  much  un- 
certainty surrounded  us  that  we  would  choose  the  name  Uncertain 
Audubon. 

Mr.  Myers.  This  committee  gets  accused  of  being  uncertain,  too, 
so  we  are  familiar  with  your  analogy. 

Ms.  Culver.  But  I  am  not  only  here  today  to  represent  our  chap- 
ter of  the  Audubon  Society,  but  also  the  Sierra  Clubs  out  of  Louisi- 
ana and  Texas,  the  National  Wildlife  Federation,  an  organization 
by  the  name  of  Don't  Ditch  Caddo,  have  all  sent  letters  of  support, 
which  I  have  submitted  for  the  record. 

And  it  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  that  the  authorization 
of  the  navigation  channel  through  Caddo  Lake  is  not  a  concern 
which  should  be  really  directed  to  this  committee  here.  This  is  a 
committee  for  appropriations  and  I  realize  that.  But  the 
Daingerfield  Reach  Project  is  an  arm  of  the  Red  River  Waterway 
Association's  projects,  and  I  know  that  they  are  here  asking  for 
funding  for  continuation  of  that  project.  And  we  are  fearful  that 
with  that  extension  from  Shreveport  to  Index,  Arkansas,  that  it 
could  possibly  put  political  pressures  on  this  navigation  ditch 
through  Caddo  Lake.  And  for  those  of  you  not  familiar  with  Caddo, 
I  would  like  to  give  you  a  brief  history. 

That  according  to  Indian  folklore,  Caddo  was  formed  when  pow- 
erful shakings  occurred  with  the  New  Madrid  earthquake  of  1811. 
But  actually,  a  logjam  is  what  caused  this  lake  to  form.  The  Red 
River  waters  backed  up  and  created  a  wetlands  of  30,000  acres. 
Once  that  logjam  was  removed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  it  left 
a  swamp  land  of  approximately  30,000  acres,  and  today  it  is  known 
as  Caddo  Lake.  It  is  a  very  pristine  area  and  has  recently  been 
added  to  what  is  now  as  the  Ramsar  Convention,  which  gives  it 
only  a  designation  of  wetlands  of  international  importance.  It  does 
not  delineate  any  regulatory  promises  for  our  area. 

But  in  1968,  a  proposal  known  as  the  Daingerfield  Reach  was  au- 
thorized by  Congress  to  cut  this  ditch  through  Caddo  Lake  from 
Shreveport  to  Daingerfield,  Texas,  in  order  to  bring  barge  trafiic. 
And  that  project  has  been  reviewed  by  the  New  Orleans  and  the 
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Fort  Worth  Corps,  and  they  have  concluded  both  times  that  the 
Daingerfield  Reach  was  not  a  feasible  project  and  shouldn't  be  con- 
tinued with  study.  But  because  of  political  pressure,  in  1988,  Con- 
gress directed  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  of  Vicksburg  this  time, 
to  again  reevaluate  the  project.  But  in  May  of  1994,  a  report  was 
issued  stating  that  extension  of  navigation  would  have  significant 
adverse  environmental  impacts. 

The  s'?arcity,  environmental  sensitivity  and  hydrologic  inter- 
connection of  these  recognized  ecosystems  make  habitat  replace- 
ment, compensation  or  management  impractical.  The  assessment 
revealed  that  the  extension  of  navigation  was  not  economically  fea- 
sible, and  based  on  these  findings,  the  study  was  terminated. 

And  as  I  stated  earlier,  Caddo  Lake  has  been  declared  a  wet- 
lands of  international  importance.  And  with  all  of  this  that  has 
gone  on  in  the  past  in  our  area,  we  feel  that  any  rational  person 
would  conclude  that  the  Daingerfield  Reach,  after  these  three  stud- 
ies, with  the  same  conclusion,  that  it  should  be  deauthorized. 

I  realize  that  people  have  come  here  today,  or  if  they  have  not, 
they  will  come,  and  ask  for  monies  to  extend  the  Red  River  Project 
from  Shreveport  to  Index.  And  historically,  no  environmental  group 
has  taken  a  stand  opposing  the  Red  River  Waterway  Project.  But 
with  this  threat  to  Caddo,  we  want  to  go  on  record  saying  that  we 
are  very  concerned  and  that  we  hope  that  you  will  take  that  into 
consideration  with  the  appropriations  of  the  funding  for  that 
project. 

We  are  also  aware  that  under  Section  1001(b)(2),  the  Water  Re- 
source Development  Act  of  1986,  that  a  project  is  eligible  for  de- 
authorization  if  additional  project  funds  are  not  obligated  within  10 
fiscal  years  from  the  time  which  funds  were  last  obligated.  And  the 
last  funding  for  this  project  was  in  the  fiscal  year  of  1993.  So  the 
project  would  be  eligible  for  deauthorization  in  the  year  of  2003. 

However,  there  have  been  numerous  news  reports  and  news- 
papers carrying  articles  from  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Red 
River  Valley  Association  from  Bill  Dean,  who  is  the  General  Man- 
ager of  the  Northeast  Water  Municipal  Water  Association  out  of 
northeast  Texas,  stating  that  if  another  company  the  size  of  Inter- 
national Paper,  which  is  just  located  out  of  Jefferson,  that  the 
Corps  says  that  the  plant  would  then  be  feasible. 

So  with  that,  we  hope  that  you  will  cut  some  of  the  pork  out  of 
the  Red  River  Waterway  Project  and  look  at  what  could  possibly 
happen  to  Caddo  Lake.  It  is  the  only  naturally  formed  lake  in 
Texas  and  the  largest  in  the  South,  and  for  that  I  thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  statement,  the  lady  from  Uncer- 
tain. Remain  seated. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Culver  follows:] 
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March  17,  1995 

The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Subconunittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers  and  Committee  Members: 

My  name  is  Ruth  Culver.  I  live  on  the  shores  of  Caddo  Lake  in 
Northeast  Texas.  I  am  the  Conservation  Chair  of  the  Uncertain 
Audubon  Society  which  is  associated  with  both  Louisiana  and  Texas 
State  Audubon. 

Uncertain  Audubon  Society  was  formed  as  a  result  of  the  local 
efforts  of  Louisiana  and  Texas  residents  to  protect  Caddo  Lake  from 
degradation  by  opposing  the  Daingerfield  Reach  Project,  which  is 
a  ditch  to  nowhere  serving  no  need  and  doing  great  damage  to  the 
environment. 

I  am  here  today  to  represent  not  only  the  Audubon  but  also  the 
Sierra  Clubs  of  Texas  and  Louisiana  with  membership  of  50,000, 
Texas  Committee  on  Natural  Resources  and  the  National  Wildlife 
Federation. 

We  realize  that  this  is  not  the  proper  committee  to  discuss  the 
need  to  de-authorize  the  Daingerfield  Reach,  however,  this  is  the 
correct  committee  in  which  to  address  the  potential  effects  not  de- 
authorizing  the  Daingerfield  Reach  could  have  on  Red  River 
Navigation.  We  view  further  development  of  the  Red  River  for 
navigation  as  a  threat  to  Caddo  Lake. 

For  those  of  you  who  are  not  familiar  with  Caddo  Lake  and  the 
Daingerfield  Reach  I  would  like  to  give  you  a  brief  history. 

According  to  Indian  folklore,  Caddo  Lake  was  formed  when  powerful 
shaking  spirits  were  angered  with  the  Caddo  Indians,  this  legend 
was  probably  born  from  the  New  Madrid  earthquake  of  1811.  Actually 
a  logjam  known  as  the  Great  Raft  formed  over  a  period  of  many  years 
danvmed  the  Red  River  which  caused  the  river's  waters  to  back  up  and 
cteate  several  small  lakes.  In  1873  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
blasted  the  Great  Raft  with  dynamite  and  the  water  slowly  drained 
away,  leaving  only  a  wetland  covering  approximately  25,400  acres 
known  as  CADDO  LAKE. 
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Caddo  Lake  has  for  years  been  threatened  by  economic  interest  that 
are  willing  to  exploit  it. 

In  1968  a  proposal,  known  as  the  Daingerfield  Reach,  was  authorized 
by  Congress  to  cut  a  DITCH  from  Shreveport,  Louisiana  through  Caddo 
Lake  to  Daingerfield,  Texas  in  order  to  bring  barge  traffic  to 
northeast  Texas. 

Since  that  time  the  Daingerfield  Reach  has  been  reviewed  by  the  New 
Orleans  and  Forth  Worth  Corps  of  Engineers  and  they  concluded  that 
the  Daingerfield  Reach  was  not  feasible. 

But  because  of  political  pressure,  in  1988,  Congress  directed  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Vicksburg,  Mississippi  District  to 
once  again  re-evaluate  the  Cypress  Valley  Watershed,  Daingerfield 
Reach  Project.  In  May  1994,  after  a  great  expense  to  the  taxpayers 
(approximately  8  million  dollars)  a  study  was  released.  The  Red 
River  Waterway  Shreveport.  Louisiana,  to  Daingerfield.  Texas.  Reach 
Reevaluation  Study.  Paragraph  5  stated,  "Extension  of  navigation 

would   have   significant   adverse   environmental   impacts. The 

scarcity,  environmental  sensitivity,  and  hydrologic  interconnection 
of  these  nationally  recognized  ecosystems  make  habitat  replacement, 
compensation,  or  management  impractical.  The  assessment  revealed 
that  the  extension  of  navigation  was  not  economically  feasible. 
Based  on  these  findings,  the  study  was  terminated. 

October  1993,  Caddo  Lake  was  declared  a  "Wetlands  of  International 
Importance",  joining  13  U.S.  waterways  to  receive  such  a 
designation  as  part  of  a  multinational  ecological  agreement  to 
protect  fragile  ecosystems  known  as  the  RAMSAR  Treaty. 

Any  rational  person  would  conclude  the  Daingerfield  Reach,  after 
three  studies  reaching  the  same  conclusion,  should  be  de- 
authorized.  However,  there  is  a  small  influential  group  in 
Northeast  Texas  that  is  continuing  to  push  to  build  the  Reach  and 
the  Red  River  Valley  Association  has  gone  on  record  of  not 
supporting  de-authorization.  There  are  those  in  this  room  from 
Northeast  Texas  here  to  support  navigation  on  the  Red  River  North 
of  Shreveport.  Their  presence  here  proves  that  there  is  a 
continuing  push  for  the  Daingerfield  Reach.  As  they  view 
navigation  on  the  Red  River  North  of  Shreveport  as  the  first  step 
in  accomplishing  their  goals  of  putting  a  ditch  through  the  Cypress 
Valley  Watershed,  we  must  likewise  view  navigation  on  the  Red  River 
above  Shreveport  as  the  first  step  toward  the  REACH  and  the 
degradation  of  Caddo  Lake,  a  recognized  world  class  wetland. 

We  are  aware  that  under  Section  1001  (b)(2).  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986,  a  project  is  eligible  for  de-authorization 
if  additional  project  funds  are  not  obligated  within  Ten  (10) 
fiscal  years  from  the  time  when  funds  were  last  obligated.  The 
last  funding  obligations  on  this  project  were  in  Fiscal  Year  1993, 
so  the  project  will  be  eligible  for  de-authorization  in  the  year 
2003. 

However,  the  Marshall  New  Messenger,  a  local  newspaper,  carried  a 
news  article  stating,  "In  a  letter  to  Rich  Brontoli,  Executive 
Director  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Association,  Bill  Dean,  General 
Manager  of  the  Northeast  Texas  Municipal  Water  District,  explained 
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that  since  the  study  which  found  the  barge  canal  unfeasible  at  the 
current  time,  International  Paper  Co.  had  announced  they  would 
construct  a  strand  board  plant  in  Jefferson.  Mr.  Dean  said  he  had 
been  informed  by  Corps  of  Engineers  personnel  that,  if  two  (2)  more 
new  plants  would  locate  in  East  Texas  and  would  generate  the  same 
amount  of  tonnage  as  the  IP  plant,  the  Daingerfield  Reach  project 
would  be  feasible." 

We  need  your  help  and  support  to  de-authorize  the  Daingerfield 
Reach  and  to  put  this  issue  to  rest  so  that  we  can  get  on  with 
supporting  Congressman  Chapman's  Caddo  Lake  Initiative.  Congressman 
Chapman  has  been  able  to  secure  millions  of  dollars  for  studies  now 
being  conducted  in  the  Cypress  Valley  Watershed  by  the  Nation 
Biological  Service,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
and  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife.  The  Caddo  Lake  Initiative  is  a 
proposal  for  environmental  education,  ecotourism,  sustainable 
development  and  other  environmental  initiatives  for  Caddo  Lake  and 
the  Cypress  Valley  Watershed.  With  all  of  this  money  being  spent 
for  environmental  efforts  in  the  watershed  it  seems  counter 
productive  to  extend  navigation  on  the  Red  River  which  will  leave 
Caddo  Lake  vulnerable  until  this  project  is  de-authorized  by 
Congress . 

Continuing  to  have  an  authorized  navigation  project  through  this 
wetland  is  counter  productive  to  the  on-going  Chapman  Initiative. 
Daingerfield  Reach  must  be  de-authorized.  It  is  time  to  stop  this 
foolishness. 

It  has  become  clear  to  us  that,  unless  the  Daingerfield  Reach  is 
de-authorized,  much  of  the  effort  that  is  needed  to  bring  necessary 
economic  development  to  this  area  will  continue  to  be  wasted. 

We  fear  further  construction  on  the  Red  River  will  bring  pressure 
to  resurrect  the  Daingerfield  Reach.  Unless  the  Daingerfield  Reach 
is  de-authorized,  we  will  vigorously  oppose  extending  navigation  on 
the  Red  River. 

In  your  effort  to  stop  the  continued  waste  of  taxpayers'  money  we 
urge  you  to  seek  de-authorization  of  the  Daingerfield  Reach  before 
appropriating  further  money  to  the  Red  River  Waterway  Project. 

Caddo  Lake  is  the  only  naturally  formed  lake  in  the  State  of  Texas 
and  the  largest  in  the  south.   CADDO  LAKE  IS  A  LAKE  WORTH  SAVING! 

Thank  you. 
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March  17,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.   20516 

Dear  Chairman  Myers  and  Committee  Members: 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  the  following  letters  of 
support  for  de-authorization  of  the  Daingerfield  Reach,  to  wit: 

1)  National  Wildlife  Federation 

2)  Lone  Star  Chapter  of  Sierra,  Texas 

3)  Kisatchie  Group,  Sierra  Club,  Louisiana 

4)  Texas  Committee  on  Natural  Resources 

5)  Don't  Ditch  Caddo 


Ruth  Culver 


JAMES  E.  BOLIN,  JR.,  PRESIDENT  «  Mil  FAIRFIELD  AVE.  «  CHREVEMNrr,  LA  niO*-14W  • 
mm  CULVER,  VP/CONSERVATION  *  ROUTE  1 ,  717  »  KMIACK,  TX  7SM1  « 
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NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 
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Marck  15,  1995 


The  Honorable  Jonn  T.  Myers,  Cnairman 

Siujcommittee  ou  Energy  ana  Water  Development 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Wasliingtou  D.C.  20515 

Re:  Proposed  Dainger^eltl  Reack  of  tke  Red  River  Waterway 

Dear  Ckairman  Myers: 

Studies  on  tke  akove  mentioned  navigation  canal  from  Skreveport, 
Louisiatia  to  Daingerfiela,  Texas  kave  proved  tkis  proposal  to  Le  ill  advised.  All 
inromaation  gatkered  ky  tke  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  clearly  illustrates  tke 
damage  lo  existing  eco-systems  and  consequently  to  quality  or  kuman  lire  lar  too 
great  to  make  kuilding  tkis  canal  a  sound  project. 

Tke  National  Wildlife  Federation  recommends  no  furtker  appropriations  ke 
made  for  tke  Daingcrfield  Reack  of  tke  Red  River  Waterway. 

Your  serious  consideration  of  tkis  mailer  is  greatly  appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


Russell  R.  Hyer 
Regional  Executive 
Soutk  Central  Region 
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SIERRA     I 
CLUB^ 


LONE  STAR  CHAPTER 

P.O.  Box  1931 
Austin,  TX   78767 


March  15,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chair 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 


The  Lone  Star  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  with  22,ooo 
in  Texas,  has  long  opposed  construction  of  the  Daingerfield  Reach 
of  the  Red  River  Waterway  for  both  environmental  and  economic 
reasons . 


The  Vicksburg  District  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
confirmed  our  fears  jOsout  the  Daingerfield  Reach  when  their 
Environment  Impact  Statement  concluded  that  the  environmental 
damage  would  be  unmitigable  and  the  benefit-cost  ratio  would  be 
well  below  the  1.0  needed  to  recommend  a  project. 

Therefore,  we  reguest  that  you  approve  no  more  funding  for 
the  Daingerfield  Reach. 


Sincerely, 


icozzmayael 

State  Co/<servation  Director 

Lone  Star  Chapter,    Sierra  Cliib 


!  tiy  to  pkk  out  anything  by  Itscll, 


'  Rnd  It  hHchcd  lo 


elM  In  tht 


Bryan  Murray  Lloyd,  Jr. 

Attorney  at  Law 

p.  O.  BOX    S2477 

Shreveport,  Louisiana  71135 
March    20,    1995 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20215 


RE:  Deauthorization  of  the  Dangerfield  Reach 
Navigation  Project 


Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

On  behalf  of  the  Kisatchie  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club,  I  am 
requesting  your  support  for  the  deauthorization  of  the 
Shreveport,  Louisiana  to  Daingerf ield ,  Texas  portion  of  the 
Red  River  Waterway  Project,  which  is  currently  in  an  inactive 
status . 

Since  the  beginning  of  the  Red  River  Waterway  Project, 
the  portion  known  as  the  Daingerfield  Reach  has  been  of 
dubious  merit. 

In  the  1966  Report  of  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers 
and  Harbors,  the  Daingerfield  Reach  was  singled  out  as  being 
of  questionable  benefit  and  recommended  that  it  be 
reevaluated  prior  to  any  construction  of  this  phase  of  the 
project . 

The  New  Orleans  District  of  the  Corps  completed  its 
analysis  in  1980,  and  again  recommended  further  study. 

In  1987,  the  Ft.  Worth  District  of  the  Corps  did  a 
feasibility  study  of  the  Daingerfield  Reach  as  a  part  of  its 
Cypress  Bayou  Basin  study.  Using  the  then  current  evaluation 
rate,  the  cost-benefit  ratio  was  0.22,  substantially  below 
the  required  1.0  threshold.  The  Ft.  Worth  District  wisely 
concluded  that  this  project  was  "not  an  economically  viable 
alternative."  This  report  also  pointed  out  the  overwhelming 
public  opposition  to  this  project. 


The  next  reevaluation  study  was  undertaken  by  the 
Vicksburg  District  which  in  1992  concluded  that  the  cost- 
benefit  ratio  was  still  as  low  as  0.4  to  0.5.  In  addition,  it 
found  that  the  Daingerfield  Reach  "would  have  significant 
adverse  environmental  impacts"  and  that  the  "vast  majority  of 
comments  received  through  meetings,  workshops,  and 
correspondence  have  been  in  opposition  to  a  navigation 
project." 

In  a  press  release  announcing  the  results,  Congressman 
Jim  Chapman  stated,  based  the  Corps  determination  that  the 
"Daingerfield  Reach  is  not  economically  or  environmentally 
feasible",  that  he  could  not  justify  continuing  support  for 
this  project. 

One  would  think  that  proponents  of  the  Daingerfield 
Reach  would  recognize  the  futility  of  this  project,  if  for  no 
other  reason  than  they  have  run  out  of  Corps  Districts  to 
study  it.  But  such  is  not  the  case. 

Much  time,  energy  and  funds  are  still  being  expended  in 
the  vain  hope  that  this  project  can  be  resurrected  for  the 
third  time. 

It  has  become  clear  to  many  of  us  that,  unless  the 
Daingerfield  Reach  is  deauthorized ,  much  of  the  effort  that 
is  needed  to  bring  necessary  economic  development  to  this 
area  will  continue  to  be  wasted. 

Please  help  us  focus  our  attention  to  the  future  by 
supporting  the  deauthorization  of  the  Daingerfield  Reach 
Navigation  Project. 


Sincerely  , 


yf^ 


Murray  Lloyc,  Chairi 
Kisatchie  Group,  Sierra  Club 


100 


TEXAS  COMMITTEE  ON  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

601  WESTLAKE  DRIVE 

AUSTIN,  TEXAS  78746 

(512)  327-4119 


March  21.  1995 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myera,  Chairman 
Subconmittee  on  Energy  and  Water  DevelopcDent 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

Texas  Committee  on  Natural  Resources,  a  non-profit  statewide 
conservation  organization  with  a  twenty- five -year  history  of 
addressing  conservation  issues  in  Texas,  urges  you  to  make  no 
further  appropriations  for  the  Daingerfield  Reach  of  the  Red  River 
Waterway . 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  studied  and  restudied 
building  a  navigation  canal  from  Shreveport,  Louisiana,  to 
Daingerfield,  Texas,  and  have  repeatedly  found  that  its  costs  would 
significantly  outweigh  its  benefits.  In  addition,  the  Corps  found 
that  the  level  of  environmental  damage  would  be  so  great  as  to  make 
the  project  infeasible. 

There  is  no  further  reason  to  fund  a  study,  a  plan,  or  any 
other  aspect  of  the  Daingerfield  Reach. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


vanice  Bezanson 
Issues  Coordinator 
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March  16,  1995 


Dear  Committee: 


In  1991,  DON'T  DITCH  CADDO  was  formed  as  a  vehicle,  for  people  in  Shreveport  who 
own  a  second  home  on  Cypress  Bayou  /  Caddo  Lake  or  use  the  Cypress  Valley  watershed 
for  boating,  fishing,  duck  hunting,  or  photography,  to  oppose  the  Corp.  of  Engineers' 
proposal  to  construct  a  canal,  know  as  the  Dangerfield  Reach,  thru  this  unique  area.  The 
proposed  Dangerfield  Reach  would  be  dug  fix)m  the  Red  River,  North  of  Shreveport, 
through  the  lake  outflow,  lifting  the  barges  through  locks  over  the  dam  into  Caddo  Lake. 
Then  more  digging  through  the  shallow  lake  and  channelizing  the  meandering  Cypress 
River  which  flows  through  a  pristine  swamp  land.  A  complex  mechanical  lifting  system 
would  be  installed  to  cany  the  barges  over  the  dam  at  Lake  O'  Pines  with  the  head  of 
navigation  being  at  the  other  end  of  the  lake. 

Over  the  years,  the  whole  concept  of  the  Dangerfield  Reach  has  been  studied,  and 
rejected,  by  the  Ft.  Worth  District  Corp.  of  Engineers  and  the  New  Orleans  District  Corp. 
of  Engineers  and  most  recendy  by  the  Vicksburg  District  Corp.  of  Engineers.  All  three 
studies  have  reached  the  same  conclusion:    that  the  Dangerfield  Reach  should  not  be 
built. 

Because  of  the  continued  political  pressure  to  keep  this  "  authorized  "  project  alive.  Don't 
Ditch  Caddo  views  any  attempt  to  extend  navigation  on  the  Red  River,  above  Shreveport, 
as  a  threat  to  Caddo  Lake/Cypress  River  and  the  first  step  toward  establishing  navigation 
through  this  area.  Until  such  time  as  the  Dangerfield  Reach  is  legislatively 
"  de-authorized  ",  our  position  will  be  the  same:  to  oppose  fimding  for  any  study  of 
navigation  North  of  Shreveport. 

We  support  the  Chapman  Initiative  of  using  this  unique  internationally  recognized 
resource  as  an  ecotourism  base  in  the  Cypress  Valley  watershed.  We  find  the  constant 
threat  of  navigation  through  this  same  resource  to  be  a  conflict  of  two  "  authorized  " 
federal  projects  which  are  on  a  collision  course.    As  the  Chapman  Initive  is  fimded  and 
moving  forward,  we  formally  request  that  this  committee  go  "  on  record  "  as  supporting  " 
de-authorization  "  of  the  Dangerfield  Reach  as  it  is  a  political  impediment  to  both  the 
concept  of  extending  navigation  above  Shreveport  and  the  Chapman  Initive. 
Consequently  until  the  Dangerfield  Reach  is  "  de-authorized  ",  Don't  Ditch  Caddo  shall 
continue  to  oppose  ftmding  for  navigation  above  Shreveport 

s^.,  ^^^ 

BILL  WIENER,  JR.      — 
Chairman 

BILL  WIENER.      CO-CHAIRMEN    •    401  MARKET  ST    SUITE  1 107    •    SHREVEPORT.  LA  711 C 
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Mr.  Myers.  We  are  certainly  pleased  to  have  our  own  Texan  here 
today,  Mr.  Chapman. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 

Let  me  welcome  the  spirit  and  the  voice  and  soul  of  the  environ- 
mental community  from  my  congressional  district  to  Washington. 
And  say  that  we  very  much  appreciate  your  attendance  here  today 
and  your  statement  and  your  testimony. 

There  are  many  of  us,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  had  hoped  that  a 
navigation  project  and  protection  of  the  environment  in  east  Texas 
could  coexist.  We  learned  such  was  not  to  be  the  case. 

And  Ms.  Culver  has  been  a  very,  very  strong  advocate  of  protec- 
tion of  our  resources,  conservation  initiatives,  and  we  have  worked 
closely  together  in  the  last  couple  of  years  on  alternative  plans, 
perhaps,  that  would  be  consistent  with  protection  of  the  ecosystem 
and  still  create  some  economic  development. 

I  might  say  that  the  request  to  deauthorize  is  an  authorization 
matter,  not  an  appropriations  matter,  but  as  I  know  and  the  Chair- 
man is  aware  and  as  we  have  discussed,  there  have  been  no  funds 
appropriated  for  this  project  now  for  a  couple  of  years.  And  if  that 
trend  continues,  and  it  appears  that  it  will,  then  time  will  take 
care  of  this  issue.  But  it  will  become  deauthorized  after  a  period 
of  time. 

But  I  appreciate  the  sensitivity  of  this  witness  and  her  leader- 
ship and  want  to  say  that  we  will  continue  at  least  this  Member 
of  this  subcommittee,  will  continue  to  work  closely  with  her  in  the 
interests  that  she  represents  for  the  protection  of  that  entire  re- 
gion. 

And  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Jim. 

Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
ALABAMA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 
HON.  ROBERT  E.  "BUD"  CRAMER,  JR.,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CON- 
GRESS FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

Mr.  Myers.  Is  Tim  Baker  in  the  audience  yet? 

If  not.  Bud,  do  you  have  a  statement  that  you  would  like  to 
make? 

Mr.  Cramer.  Yes,  sir,  thank  you. 

It  is  always  good  to  be  before  your  committee  on  what  we  refer 
to  as  Alabama  Day.  I  have  not  missed  one  so  far. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  your  committee's  kind  patience  with 
us  as  we  have  talked  about  issues  that  we  think  are  extremely  im- 
portant, not  just  to  my  congressional  district,  but  to  the  State  of 
Alabama  and  to  this  country  as  well.  I  want  to  quickly  start  off — 
I  have  a  statement  that  I  submitted  for  the  record,  but  I  want  to 
highlight  some  of  the  issues  in  there. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  My  district  is  a  district 
of  seven  counties,  and  we  share  the  foothills  of  Appalachian  Moun- 
tains in  north  Alabama.  In  Jackson  County,  we  have  a  county  that 
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has  parts  of  the  county  where  communities  don't  have  any  water 
service,  and  over  the  years,  communities  have  pulled  together  and 
they  have  been  able  to  build  highways  and  sewer  lines. 

They  have  been  able  to  improve  communities  and  begin  to  have 
the  kind  of  services  that  we  would  think  most  communities  take  for 
granted,  but  that  is  how  important  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  that  we 
continue  this  contract  with  rural  America  that  is  represented  in 
ARC. 

I  also  want  to  express  my  support  to  the  Alabama  River  Develop- 
ment Associations,  they  are  here  in  Washington.  They  come  regu- 
larly and  they  are  very  important  in  terms  of  economic  develop- 
ment issues  in  our  area. 

The  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association,  the  Coosa  Ala- 
bama River  Improvement  Association  and  the  Tennessee  River  Val- 
ley Association,  we  depend  on  those  organizations  to  help  look  after 
the  more  rural  areas  in  my  congressional  district. 

I  also  want  to  thank  this  committee  for  providing  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  Reconnaissance  Study  for  flooding  conditions  in 
Muscle  Shoals.  Again,  the  river  kind  of  defines  my  entire  congres- 
sional district.  And  river  issues  can  make  or  break  us. 

In  the  case  of  the  Shoals,  the  city  of  Muscle  Shoals  had  a  flooding 
problem  in  a  low  area  that  absolutely  paralyzed  the  commercial 
area  of  city.  So  the  Corps  of  Engineers  study  is  beginning  to  pro- 
vide us  with  a  solution  to  a  problem  that  is  stopping  the  progress 
of  that  particular  community. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  speak  to  you  about  the  Envi- 
ronmental Research  Center,  TVA's  Environmental  Research  Cen- 
ter, ERC.  It  is  a  world-class  facility  for  preventing  environmental 
pollution.  It  is  important  that  we  support  this  project.  There  are 
people  there  that  have  given  their  careers  to  that  project. 

I  have  been  through  the  ERC  four  times  now.  It  is  a  world-class 
environmental  center.  I  think  sometimes  we  throw  the  baby  out 
with  the  bath  water  when  we  try  to  describe  what  some  of  these 
important  projects  mean,  not  only  to  my  congressional  district,  but 
Mr.  Bevill's  congressional  district,  and  the  State  of  Alabama,  and 
the  country  as  well. 

Thank  you  as  always  for  your  kind  patience  and  your  consider- 
ation of  our  issues. 

Mr.  Bevill  [presiding].  Thank  you.  Bud,  for  your  fine  testimony. 
And  you  do  a  great  job  for  the  TVA. 

And,  of  course,  his  district,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  fully  covered  with 
TVA.  And  he  shares  a  little  of  it  with  me. 

Mr.  Cramer.  That  is  right. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Cramer  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  the  Fifth  Congressional 
District  of  Alabama,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  both  for  your  past  support  of  our  local 
projects  and  interests.    I  appreciate  you  hosting  "Alabama  Day"  once  again  so  we  may 
discuss  local  concerns  that  come  under  the  jurisdiction  of  your  subcommittee. 

One  of  my  chief  concerns  is  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  (TVA),  which  employs 
4000  people  in  my  district.    Over  the  last  sixty  years,  TVA  has  helped  build  our  area  into 
the  productive,  successful  district  we  are  today.    I  support  the  work  TVA  performs  in 
North  Alabama.    At  the  same  time,  I  believe  the  TVA  administration  must  be  more 
aggressive  than  ever  before  in  making  the  agency  more  efficient  and  accountable.    The 
American  people  today  want  federal  agencies  to  be  less  bureaucratic  and  more  productive. 
I  want  TVA  to  be  more  responsive  to  the  present-day  needs  of  Alabama  as  well. 

One  TVA  program  that  I  believe  deserves  continued  support  is  the  Environmental 
Research  Center  (ERC)  in  Muscle  Shoals,  Ala.    The  center  is  a  unique,  world-class  facility 
devoted  to  preventing  environmental  pollution.    ERC  houses  a  state-of-the-art  project  for 
reducing  pollution  through  the  use  of  constructed  wetlands.    The  center  develops 
technology  to  convert  waste  into  environmentally-safe  fuel  and  chemical  products.    It 
conducts  environmental  management  programs  for  cleanup  of  contaminated  materials  and 
hazardous  waste.    TVA  has  streamlined  ERC  considerably  over  the  last  ten  years  to  make 
it  a  better,  leaner  operation.    For  its  important  environmental  work  performed  at  a 
reasonable  cost,  the  Environmental  Research  Center  should  continue  to  serve  our  nation. 

Another  important  federal  program  is  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (ARC). 
ARC  has  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  our  rural  communities.    It  has  made  the 
difference  in  providing  our  people  with  vital  services  like  water  lines,  sewer  systems, 
medical  help,  and  telephone  service.    Some  of  us  take  these  things  for  granted,  but  there 
are  many  Americans  who  would  not  have  these  basic  services  without  ARC.    At  a  time 
when  federal  and  state  agencies  complain  about  the  lack  of  cooperation  between  the  two, 
ARC  shines  as  a  model  for  how  federal  and  state  government  can  work  together  for  the 
common  good  of  the  people. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  for  your  past  help  in 
providing  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  reconnaissance  study  of  flooding  conditions  in 
Muscle  Shoals.    Flood  waters  have  devastated  the  area  for  many  years,  and  we  believe  this 
study  will  be  tremendously  helpful  in  learning  how  to  solve  the  problem.    The  Corps  of 
Engineers  has  been  very  efficient  in  keeping  Muscle  Shoals  Mayor  Charlie  Mitchell  and 
me  informed  of  the  study's  progress.    The  Corps  has  not  determined  that  further  funding  is 
needed  for  a  feasibility  study,  but,  given  the  severity  of  the  problem,  it  is  likely  the  site 
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will  require  federal  assistance.    I  greatly  hope  the  subcommittee  will  be  able  to  continue  its 
support. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  take  the  opportunity  today  to  express  my  support  for  the 
Alabama  River  Development  Associations  that  are  represented  here  today  -  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  Development  Association,  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement  Association, 
and  the  Tennessee  River  Valley  Association.    These  three  organizations  are  responsible  for 
a  tremendous  amount  of  economic  development  in  our  state,  and  I  am  pleased  to  renew  my 
support  for  their  outstanding  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  thank  you  both  again  for  your  gracious  hospitality  and 
your  genuine  concern  for  our  needs  and  interests. 
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Mr.  Bevill.  We  appreciate  you.  And  I  cannot  think  of  anyone 
more  appropriate  to  appear  here  as  the  first  witness  for  Alabama 
Day. 

And  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  passed  me  the  gavel,  and  just 
in  a  couple  of  months,  a  little  over  two  months  ago,  I  was  passing 
the  gavel  over  to  him,  and  I  expressed  at  that  time  my  great  con- 
cern about  losing  my  high,  comfortable  chair.  That  was  the  most 
difficult  part  of  the  whole  transaction. 

And,  you  know,  I  started  telling  everybody  about  that,  as  we  had 
a  little  ceremony  here,  me  presenting  him  the  gavel  that  I  had 
been  using  for  17  years,  him  sitting  beside  me  and  working  closely 
with  me.  And  it  just  shocked  me.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  called  from 
Alabama  to  him  in  Indiana,  to  let  him  know  about  my  concerns 
about  losing  that  big  comfortable  chair.  And  I  had  never  sat  in  one 
of  these  little  chairs  before.  I  didn't  know  what  it  would  be  like. 
But  being  the  gentleman  he  is,  he — I  looked  around  when  I  said 
something  about  the  high-backed  chair,  and  he  was  in  the  Chair 
the  same  size,  and  I  asked  him  what  he  did  with  it,  and  he  said 
I  sold  it.  And  I  asked  him  what  he  did  with  the  money,  and  he  said 
I  applied  it  to  the  national  debt. 

So  Chairman  Myers  and  I  have  worked  close  together  all  these 
years.  We  came  to  Congress  together,  and  so  I  appreciate  him  very 
much. 

Thank  you  for  your  fine  testimony. 

Mr.  Cramer.  This  is  my  fifth  appearance  before  this  subcommit- 
tee, and  every  time  I  have  been  here,  you  have  both  been  here. 
That  is  a  perfect  example  of  how  closely  you  have  been  able  to 
work  together. 

Mr.  Bevill.  The  Chairman  didn't  want  to  disappoint  you  this 
time,  so  he  handed  me  the  gavel. 


Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 

TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE  WATERWAY 

WITNESS 

DONALD  G.  WALDON,  ADMINISTRATOR,  TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE  WA- 
TERWAY DEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next,  we  have — we  will  wait  a  minute — I  think  I  am 
going  to  call  Don  Waldon,  the  Administrator  of  the  Tennessee- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  Development  Authority,  who  does  a  great 
job.  And  we  in  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  area  appreciate  him  very 
much. 

And  so,  Don,  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Mr.  Waldon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Mr.  Chairman 
emeritus.  It  is  my  pleasure 

Mr.  Bevill.  Emeritus  sounds  more  important  than  the  regular 
title. 

Mr.  Myers.  Is  that  an  Alabama  term? 

Mr.  Waldon.  He  was  called  something  else  this  morning,  but  I 
won't 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  have  been  called  several  things. 
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Mr.  Waldon.  It  is  my  pleasure  to  be  here  to  represent  the  Tenn- 
Tom  Waterway  Authority,  a  Four-State  interstate  compact  and  tfie 
regional  sponsor  for  the  waterway. 

I  want  to  tell  you  how  much  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
pear here  each  year.  We  recognize  that  these  public  hearings  are 
a  great  demand  on  your  time,  and  really  thank  you  for  your  indul- 
gence. 

It  is  hard  to  believe,  but  this  past  January  marked  the  10th  an- 
niversary of  the  first  commercial  barge  traffic  to  transit  the  Tenn- 
Tom  Waterway.  And  commerce  has  steadily  grown  each  year  since 
1985.  Although  the  waterway  was  out  of  service  for  nearly  six 
weeks  this  past  summer  because  of  some  scheduled  repairs  and 
then  an  accident  caused  by  unseasonably  heavy  rains,  tonnage 
grew  5  percent  last  year,  reaching  8  million  tons.  It  has  grown 
every  year  since  the  waterway  was  completed  and,  of  course,  it  con- 
tinues to  demonstrate  its  importance  as  a  vital  link  in  the  Nation's 
inland  waterway  system. 

And,  of  course,  that  was  never  more  important  than  in  1988 
when  the  drought  effectively  closed  the  Mississippi  River  and  the 
Tenn-Tom  was  really  the  only  route  for  moving  heavy  commodities 
to  mid-America  to  a  lot  of  the  manufacturing  operations  up  there 
and  kept  them  in  operation. 

Let  me  also  talk  briefly  about  the  other  congressionally  author- 
ized purpose  of  this  project,  and  this  tends  to  get  overlooked  in  the 
commercial  aspects  of  it.  And  that  is  recreation. 

Economic  benefits  generated  from  increased  recreation  and  tour- 
ism have  been  short  of  phenomenal.  Last  year  alone,  nearly  2.5 
million  visitor-days  of  use  were  recorded.  And  according  to  a  for- 
mula used  by  the  National  Park  Service,  the  Corps  estimates  that 
these  so-called  leisure  activities  resulted  in  an  annual  increase  in 
economic  spending  of  about  $170  million  for  one  year. 

This  has  had  a  profound  impact  not  only  on  the  local  economy 
but  also  on  the  regional  economy  and  the  Nation.  More  people  are 
buying  Winnebagos  and  things  of  that  nature.  Although  this  is  not 
a  specifically  authorized  purpose  of  the  Tenn-Tom,  the  waterway 
has  helped  induce  nearly  $1.7  billion  of  new  and  expanded  indus- 
trial development  since  its  completion. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  right  here  that  during  the  two  years 
when  the  so-called  Alabama  sturgeon  was  under  consideration  for 
Federal  protection  as  an  endangered  species,  Tenn-Tom  did  not 
have  a  single  serious  industrial  prospect.  But  since  this  cloud  of 
uncertainty  about  the  future  viability  of  the  waterway  was  lifted 
last  December  through  the  efforts  of  Mr.  Bevill  and  the  other  con- 
gressional Members  from  our  four  States,  private  investors'  inter- 
est in  the  waterway  has  been  greatly  rekindled.  Currently,  there 
are  two  fortune  500  companies  that  are  seriously  considering  locat- 
ing in  the  waterway  corridor  involving  substantial  investments  in 
manufacturing  operations. 

The  authority  recognizes  the  very  difficult  task  that  lies  ahead 
for  you  and  this  subcommittee  to  balance  program  needs  while  re- 
ducing total  Federal  spending.  Within  your  program  responsibil- 
ities, we  strongly  recommend  that  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  completed  projects  such  as  Tenn-Tom  be  given  the  highest  prior- 
ity in  the  allocation  of  those  funds  that  may  be  available. 
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It  would  be  penny  wise  and  pound  foolish  not  to  fund  these 
projects  at  a  level  that,  number  one,  prevents  physical  deteriora- 
tion; but  at  the  same  time,  allows  these  investments  to  return  ben- 
efits for  generations  to  come. 

We,  therefore,  respectfully  request  that  you  approve  the  Presi- 
dent's budget.  We  are  not  asking  for  any  more  for  Tenn-Tom.  And 
this  level  of  funding,  we  believe,  will  be  sufficient  to  properly  main- 
tain the  waterway. 

The  budget  request  also  will  permit  the  completion  of  the  acqui- 
sition of  the  wildlife  mitigation  lands  as  authorized  by  the  Con- 
gress in  1996,  with  the  administration's  budget  request.  That  will 
complete  that  program. 

In  addition,  the  continuation  of  those  programs  by  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  and  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  at  the 
level  recommended  by  the  President's  budget  request  are  of  great 
importance  to  our  region.  The  Tenn-Tom  corridor  contains  some  of 
the  most  economically  depressed  counties  in  the  Nation,  and  these 
programs  are  of  immense  importance  toward  helping  our  people  to 
improve  their  economic  well-being,  and  more  important,  their  qual- 
ity of  life. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you 
today,  and  as  always,  we  greatly  appreciate  your  support. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Don,  for  your  very  fine  testimony.  And 
I  might  add  there  that  Chairman  Myers  has  played  a  big  role  in 
the  Tenn-Tom  too.  He  has  been  a  100  percent  supporter. 

Mr.  Waldon.  He  came  down  and  had  some  of  our  banana  pud- 
ding one  time. 

Mr.  Bevill.  He  will  come  back  if  you  invite  him. 

Mr.  Waldon.  We  will. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Congressman  Hilliard  just  came  in. 

Have  a  seat.  We  do  appreciate,  Don,  and  also  Frank  Green  who 
was  in  here  and  just  walked  out,  I  believe,  and  Don,  they  worked 
together  very  much  and  we  appreciate — and  that  8  million  tons, 
that  is  tremendous.  I  know  we  reached  the  7  million  mark  last 
year. 

And  I  frequently  point  out — Mr.  Callahan,  Chairman  Callahan, 
have  a  seat  and  we  will  be  right  with  you. 

But  that  is  tremendous,  and  I  frequently  tell  me  groups  down  in 
Alabama  the  reason  we  don't  hear  about  the  Tenn-Tom  is  that  it 
is  doing  so  well. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Waldon  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

MR.  DONALD  G.  WALDON,  ADMINISTRATOR 

TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE  WATERWAY 

DEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

BEFORE 

S.  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
MARCH  21,  1995  -  12:35  P.M. 


Mr.  Chairman, 

I  am  Don  Waldon,  Administrator  of  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway 
Development  Authority.  The  Authority  is  a  four-state  interstate  compact  and  is  the  regional 
sponsor  of  the  Tenn-Tom  Waterway. 

As  always,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today.  We 
recognize  that  these  public  hearings  are  a  great  demand  on  your  valuable  time  and  we  thank 
you  for  your  indulgence. 

This  past  January  marked  the  1 0th  anniversary  of  the  first  commercial  barge 
traffic  to  transit  the  waterway.  Commerce  has  steadily  grown  each  year  since  then. 
Although  the  waterway  was  out  of  sen/ice  for  1  1/2  months  last  summer  because  of 
scheduled  repairs  and  an  accident  caused  by  unseasonably  heavy  rains,  tonnage  grew  by 
5  percent  last  year,  reaching  nearly  8  million  tons.  Tenn-Tom  continues  to  demonstrate  its 
importance  as  a  vital  link  in  the  Nation's  inland  waterway  system. 

Recreation  is  the  other  Congressionally  authorized  purpose  of  this  project. 
Economic  t>enefits  generated  from  increased  recreation  and  tourism  have  been  phenomenal. 
Last  year,  alone,  nearly  2.5  million  visitor-days  of  use  were  recorded.  According  to  a 
formula  used  by  the  National  Park  Service,  the  Corps  estimates  that  these  so-called  leisure 
activities  resulted  in  an  annual  increase  in  economic  spending  of  about  $170  million.  This 
has  had  a  profound  impact  on  the  local  and  regional  economy. 

Although  It  is  not  a  specifically  authorized  purpose  of  Tenn-Tom  the  waterway 
has  helped  to  induce  nearly  $1.7  billion  of  new  and  expanded  industrial  development  since 
its  completion. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  during  the  2  years  when  the  so-called  Alabama 
sturgeon  was  under  consideration  for  Federal  protection  as  an  endangered  species,  Tenn- 
Tom  did  not  have  a  single  serious  industrial  prospect.  Since  this  cloud  of  uncertainty  about 
the  future  viability  of  the  waterway  was  lifted  last  December  with  the  withdrawal  of  the 
sturgeon  proposal,  private  investors'  interest  in  the  waterway  corridor  have  been  greatly 
rekindled.  Currently  two  Fortune  500  companies  are  seriously  considering  locating  in  the 
waterway  corridor  involving  substantial  investments  in  manufacturing  operations. 
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Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  Development  Authority 


The  Authority  recognizes  the  very  difficult  task  that  lies  ahead  for  you  and  this 
subcommittee  to  balance  program  needs  while  reducing  total  Federal  spending.  Within  your 
program  responsibilities,  we  strongly  recommend  that  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
completed  projects  such  as  Tenn-Tom,  be  given  highest  priority  in  the  allocation  of  available 
funding.  It  would  be  "penny  wise  and  pound  foolish"  not  to  fund  these  projects  at  a  level 
that  prevents  physical  deterioration  and  allows  these  investments  to  return  benefits  for 
generations  to  come. 

We,  therefore,  respectfully  request  that  you  approve  the  President's  budget 
request  for  Tenn-Tom.  This  level  of  funding  is  sufficient  to  properly  maintain  the  waterway. 

The  budget  request  will  also  permit  the  completion  of  the  acquisition  of  wildlife 
mitigation  lands  as  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

In  addition,  continuation  of  those  programs  by  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  and 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  at  the  level  recommended  by  the  President's  budget 
request  are  of  great  importance  to  our  region.  The  Tenn-Tom  corridor  contains  some  of  the 
most  economically  depressed  counties  in  the  Nation.  These  programs  are  of  immense 
importance  toward  helping  our  people  to  improve  their  economic  well-being  and  quality  of 
life. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 
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HON.  EARL  F.  BILLIARD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

Mr.  Myers  [presiding].  What  has  happened  to  the  Doubting 
Thomases  here  who  said  it  would  not  work?  It  would  never  pay  for 
itself.  For  years  we  went  through  that. 

Mr.  Callahan.  They  were  wrong. 

Mr.  Bevill.  They  faded  away. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  our  good  friend  and  colleague,  Mr. 
Earl  Hilliard  of  Birmingham,  our  Congressman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  Milliard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill. 

I  am  appreciative  of  the  fact  that  you  have  given  us  the  oppor- 
tunity from  Alabama  to  come  up  and  tell  you  about  our  needs. 

And  because  they  are  so  many,  I  have  decided  that  I  will  reduce 
them  to  writing  and  pass  them  to  the  committee.  And  I  ask  that 
the  committee  accept  those  as  my  written  remarks. 

I  have  a  greater  concern.  We  do  have  needs,  but  we  have  a  great- 
er need  than  just  for  country  and  just  for  money  for  those  types 
of  projects  that  do  serve  a  need  in  our  community;  we  have,  be- 
cause of  bills  that  have  been  passed  by  Congress,  problems  that 
have  been  created.  And  in  many  instances,  those  problems  are  not 
anticipated.  But  because  of  the  way  these  laws  are  carried  out, 
they  affect  us  detrimentally.  And  I  am  speaking  specifically  about 
the  laws  that  have  been  passed  that  preserve  and  protect  certain 
species  of  animals  and  plants,  and  so  forth — fish. 

I  am  one  of  those  who  believes  in  what  is  called  on  the  streets 
the  "prime  directive."  And  that  is,  we  preserve  the  last  of  every- 
thing and  we  protect  and  enhance  the  last  of  anything,  or  we  find 
ways  of  making  sure  that  all  creatures  on  earth  are  able  to  live 
among  themselves  and  thrive.  But  when  we  start  putting  animals 
and  plants  above  the  welfare  of  human  beings,  and  above  the  wel- 
fare of  Americans,  it  creates  problems. 

And  I  am  saying  this  because  I  realize  I  am  speaking  to  those 
who  are  privileged.  Those  who  have  the  authority  and  the  clout  to 
make  sure  that  these  things  don't  happen  in  the  future,  and  water 
projects  are  very  important  to  our  progress  in  my  district,  and  so 
it  is  throughout  the  country.  So  we  need  to  be  very  careful  where 
we  make  laws  that  infringe  upon  the  right  of  these  projects  to  be 
constructed  or  the  use — those  laws  that  would  diminish  or  put  re- 
strictions on  the  use  of  our  waterways  and  of  our  forests,  and  so 
forth. 

With  that  said,  I  just  want  to  say  that  I  am  asking  my  colleagues 
to  join  with  me  in  helping  me  protect  not  only  our  environment  but 
to  protect  jobs  and  to  protect  progress  and  to  protect  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  submit  my  other  remarks  for  the 
record,  and  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity 
to  come  and  share  them  with  you. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Without  objection,  your  full  statement  will  be  made 
a  part  of  the  record.  And  I  certainly  share  your  views  and  that  is 
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a  problem.  A  tremendous  problem  for  not  only  our  State,  but  for 
the  entire  country.  And  you  have  made  a  very  fine  statement,  in 
my  judgment,  on  it. 

Thank  you,  my  friend  and  colleague.  Congressman  Hilliard. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hilliard  follows:] 
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EHEROY  AMD  WATER  DBVELOPMEMT  APPROPRIATIONS  POR  lf»<. 
TESTIMONY  BY  THE  HONORABLE  EARL  F.  BILLIARD,  ALABAMA. 
DATE:  3/21/94 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WISH  TO  THANK  YOU  FOR  CONVENING 
THIS  COMMITTEE,  AND  ALLOWING  SO  MANY  OF  US  WHO 
ARE  INTERESTED  IN  THE  BETTERMENT  AND  CONTINUED 
ADVANCEMENT  OF  OUR  ALABAMA  PROJECTS,  TO  ASSEMBLE 
HERE  TODAY,  AND  SHARE  OUR  OPINIONS  WITH  YOU. 

I  HOPE  THAT  OUR  BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  THE  MILLER'S 
FERRY  AND  THE  ROBERT  F.  HENRY  LOCK  AND  DAM  IS 
FULLY  FUNDED.  THESE  TWO  PROJECTS  ARE  VERY 
IMPORTANT  TO  THE  CITIZENS  OF  MY  DISTRICT.  WITHIN 
THE  VARIOUS  DIRECT  WATERWAY  PROJECTS,  IS  AN 
ALLOCATED  AMOUNT  OF  MONIES  FOR  HYDRO-ELECTRIC 
GENERATOR  REWINDING  PROJECTS  WHICH  ARE  "INTERNAL" 
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TO  THE  TOTAL  SUMS  LISTED  AS  FOLLOWS: 

MILLER'S  FERRY:  $5,156,000 
ROBERT  F.  HENRY:  $3,688,000 

BOTH  OF  THESE  DAMS  ARE  ONLY  GENERATING  ENERGY  AT 
HALF  OF  THEIR  TOTAL  CAPACITY  BECAUSE  OF  FAULTY 
GENERATORS  WHICH  ARE  STILL  NOT  FULLY  ON-LINE. 
BECAUSE  OF  THIS  PROBLEM,  THE  DAMS  ARE  NOT  ABLE  TO 
GENERATE  POWER  BY  THE  HYDRO-ELECTRIC  METHOD,  AND 
INSTEAD,  THEY  MUST  USE  FOSSIL  FUELS  WHICH  ARE  MORE 
COSTLY,  AND  LESS  ENVIRONMENTALLY  DESIRABLE. 

BOTH  THE  MILLER'S  FERRY  AND  THE  ROBERT  F.  HENRY 
DAMS  ARE  IMPORTANT  TO  THE  RESIDENTS  OF  ALABAMA'S 
BLACK-BELT  COMMUNITY,  WHICH  IS  AMONG  THE  MOST 
RURAL  AND  UNDERDEVELOPED  IN  OUR  NATION. 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  NEEDLESS  TO  SAY,  MY  DISTRICT  IS  IN 
NEED  OF  SEEING  THESE  TWO  PROJECTS  FULLY  FUNDED. 

I  AM  SURE  THAT  ONCE  YOU  REVIEW  EITHER  THE  MILLER'S 
FERRY  OR  THE  ROBERT  F.  HENRY  PROJECTS,  YOU  WILL 
AGREE  THAT  THEY  ARE  VITAL,  NOT  ONLY  TO  THE  SEVENTH 
CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT  OF  ALABAMA,  BUT  MORE 
IMPORTANTLY,  TO  OUR  NATION'S  TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE. 

I  SAY  THIS,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  BECAUSE  ALL  OF  US  IN 
CONGRESS  MUST  USE  CAUTION,  AND  NOT  HASTE,  BEFORE 
MAKING  RANDOM  AND  CAPRICIOUS  CUTS  INTO  A 
TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  WHICH  IS  SO  VITAL  TO  OUR 
NATION'S  ECONOMIC  AND  INDUSTRIAL  GROWTH. 
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AS  ALL  THE  MEMBERS  OF  TfflS  COMMITTEE  KNOW,  TO 
ATTRACT  NEW  INDUSTRffiS  TO  OUR  COMMUNITIES,  WE 
MUST  IMPROVE  OUR  NATION'S  TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE,  ESPECIALLY  WITH  REGARD  TO  OUR 
TRANSPORTATION  NEEDS  ON  OUR  RIVER  SYSTEMS. 

WHILE  I  AM  SPEAKING  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT,  I  WOULD  BE  REMISS  IN  NOT 
DISCUSSING  THE  WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE  RIVER  SYSTEM.  THE 
WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE  MUST  CONTINUE  TO  BE  EFHCIENT 
AND  RELIABLE  IF  ITS  USERS  ARE  TO  REMAIN  COMPETITIVE. 
THIS  IS  WHY  I  AM  REQUESTING  THAT  THE  $16.8  MILLION, 
WHICH  HAS  BEEN  REQUESTED  FOR  THE  OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  WATERWAY,  BE  FULLY  FUNDED. 
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SHIPMENTS  OF  ORE,  STEEL,  AND  OTHER  SIMILAR  PRODUCTS 
HAVE  INCREASED  ON  THE  WATERWAY  BECAUSE  OF  THE 
NEW  AND  MODERN  U.S.  STEEL  FAdLITIES.  IN  ADDITION,  A 
NEW  MILL  IN  TUSCALOOSA  IS  BEING  EXPANDED.  THE 
EFHCIENCY  AND  MODERNIZATION  OF  THE  WATERWAY 
HAVE  BEEN  IMPORTANT  FACTORS  IN  U.S.  STEEL'S 
CONTINUING  INVESTMENTS  TO  MODERNIZE  ITS 
FAIRFIELD  MILL.  RECENT  INVESTMENTS  AT  THIS  MILL 
SUBSTANTIALLY  EXCEED  $1  BILLION.  THE  NEW  MILL  AT 
TUSCALOOSA  HAS  SURPASSED  $100  MILLION  IN  INITIAL 
INVESTMENT,  AND  AN  ADDITIONAL  $154  MILLION  IS  NOW 
UNDERWAY. 

ALSO,  A  NEW  UNDERGROUND  COAL  MINE  ALONG  THE 
WARRIOR  RIVER  HAS  BEGUN  OPERATION,  WITH  A  PLANNED 
ANNUAL  PRODUCTION  RATE  OF  SOME  FOUR  MILLION  TONS. 
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TfflS  WILL  RANK  TfflS  MINE  AMONG  THE  LARGEST 
UNDERGROUND  MINES  IN  THE  NATION.  NATURALLY,  THIS 
MINE'S  LOW  SULFUR  COAL  DEPENDS  ON  OUR  RIVER  BARGES 
TO  TRANSPORT  THEIR  COAL  TO  MARKET,  AND  THUS,  WE 
MUST  CONTINUE  OUR  INVESTMENT  IN  THIS  VALUABLE 
WATERWAY. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THESE  ARE  BUT  A  FEW  EXAMPLES  OF  HOW 
ALL  OF  OUR  WATERWAYS  ARE  SO  CENTRAL  TO  THE 
ECONOMY  OF  THIS  ENTIRE  AREA,  IMPACTING  BOTH  OUR 
DOMESTIC  AND  INTERNATIONAL  MARKETS,  UPON  WHICH 
THOUSANDS  OF  ALABAMA  JOBS  DEPEND. 
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IN  CLOSING,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  TOUCH  BRIEFLY  UPON  THREE 

ADDITIONAL  TOPICS. 

FIRST,  I  WISH  TO  ASK  FOR  FUNDING  FOR  A  BADLY  NEEDED 
BRIDGE  WHICH  CONNECTS  TWO  COUNTIES  IN  MY  DISTRICT, 
MARENGO  AND  CHOCTAW.  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THESE  TWO 
FINE  COUNTIES  ARE  PRESENTLY  USING  A  VERY  OLD  BRIDGE 
WHICH  IS  VERY  DANGEROUS.  AT  PRESENT,  IT  SERVES  AS  A 
PEDESTIUAN,  VEHICLE,  AND  RAILROAD  BRIDGE.  IT  ALSO 
SERVES  ONE  OF  MY  DISTRICT'S  LARGEST  INDUSTRIES,  THE 
JAMES  RIVER  CORPORATION. 

THIS  COMPANY  IS  PRESENTLY  ON  THE  TAX-ROLLS  FOR  $850 
MILLION,  YET  THEY  DO  NOT  HAVE  ADEQUATE  HIGHWAY 
ACCESS,  BECAUSE  OF  THE  POOR  CONDITION  OF  THE 
NAHEOLA  BRIDGE. 
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RECENTLY,  A  SIX  MILLION  DOLLAR  WAREHOUSE  WAS  BUILT 
IN  MISSISSIPPI,  BECAUSE  OF  THE  POOR  CONDITION  OF  THE 
NAHEOLA  BRIDGE. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  RESPECTFULLY  REQUEST  THAT  MONIES 
AT  THIS  TIME  BE  ALLOCATED  FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF 
THIS  MUCH  NEEDED  BIUDGE.  I  REQUEST  THAT  $7.7 
MILLION  BE  ALLOCATED  FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE 
NEW  NAHEOLA  BRIDGE,  AND  $1.2  MILLION  BE  ALLOCATED 
FOR  THE  APPROACH  ROAD. 

SECONDLY,  I  HOPE  THAT  THIS  COMMITTEE  WILL  SEE  THE 
VALUE  OF  COMPLETING  THE  COOSA  RIVER  NAVIGATION 
PROJECT.  WE  ARE  ALL  AWARE  OF  THE  POSITIVE  ECONOMIC 
IMPACT  WE  CAN  HAVE  BY  COMPLETING  A  NAVIGATION 
CHANNEL  WHICH  CONNECTS  MONTGOMERY,  GADSDEN, 
AND  ROME,  GEORGL\. 
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THIRD  AND  FINALLY,  I  WISH  TO  DISCUSS  WITH  YOU  A 
PROBLEM  WE  HAVE  HAD  WITH  THE  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE 
SERVICE  IN  LISTING  THE  ALABAMA  STURGEON  AS 
"ENDANGERED"  UNDER  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  OF 
1973.  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  SECRETARY  BRUCE  BABBITT 
FOR  UNDERSTANDING  OUR  SITUATION,  AND  WORKING  WITH 
US,  SO  THAT  OUR  WATERWAYS  (VALUED  IN  THE  TENS  OF 
BILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS)  WERE  NOT  CLOSED  FOR  THE 
PROTECTION  OF  A  NON-ENDANGERED  FISH. 

ALTHOUGH  THE  SECRETARY  WAS  HELPFUL,  SOME  OF  THE 
BUREAUCRATS  IN  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  ARE  CONTINUING  TO 
CAUSE  PROBLEMS.  I  HOPE  WE  CAN  AMEND  THIS  SITUATION 
BEFORE  ANOTHER  PROBLEM  ARISES  WHICH  HAS  THE 
POTENTIAL  TO  CLOSE  DOWN  THE  ECONOMY  OF  WEST 
ALABAMA,  AND  COST  ALABAMA  THOUSANDS  OF  NEEDED 
JOBS. 
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THE  GOOD  PEOPLE  OF  ALABAMA  DESERVE  TO  HAVE  THEIR 
JOBS,  AND  THEIR  INTEREST  PLACED  ABOVE  THE  INTEREST 
OF  A  "NON-ENDANGERED"  HSH. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  THANK  YOU  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  TO 
SHARE  MY  PERSPECTIVE  WITH  YOU  TODAY. 


END. 
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HON.   SONNY  CALLAHAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

Mr.  Myers.  And  next  we  have  our  good  friend  and  colleague, 
here.  Congressman — Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Sonny  Callahan 
of  Mobile,  Alabama.  And  we  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  it  is  always  good  to  have  one  of  the  Chairmen  to 
come  and  testify  here  before  the  panel.  And  so  you  may  proceed  as 
you  wish  and  your  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Callahan.  Thank  you. 

Let  me  tell  you  that  the  people  of  Alabama  and  the  United 
States  have  been  blessed  during  the  last  couple  of  decades  to  have 
you,  my  fellow  Alabamian,  as  a  Chairman — and  especially  of  this 
subcommittee  which  is  so  very,  very  crucial  towards  the  economic 
well-being  and  the  environmental  well-being  of  the  district  that  I 
represent. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  going  to  extend  you  one  minute. 

Mr.  Callahan.  And  the  State  owes  you  a  great  deal  of  gratitude 
for  the  efforts  and  expertise  that  you  have  given  to  our  needs  in 
Alabama,  in  addition  to  the  contributions  you  have  made. 

Now  we  have  even  trained  a  new  Chairman  here,  Mr.  Myers,  be- 
cause he  was  in  our  district  just  a  few  months  ago  and  was  well- 
received  there. 

Mr.  Bevill.  He  received  good  training. 

Mr.  Callahan.  I  know  he  did. 

Mr.  Myers.  At  his  right  hand,  too. 

Mr.  Callahan.  And  at  that  time,  I  don't  think  either  one  of  us 
thought  that  I  would  be  a  Chairman,  nor  would  John  Myers  be  a 
Chairman.  But  nevertheless,  through  some  changes,  both  of  us  are 
in  that  position. 

But  we,  nor  the  people  of  Alabama,  will  ever  forget  the  contribu- 
tion that  you  have  made.  And  also  we  want  to  remind  people  that 
you  have  not  expired,  you  are  still  here.  You  are  the  Ranking  Mem- 
ber of  this  subcommittee  and  your 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  wish  you  would  spread  that  word  around. 

Would  you  do  that? 

Mr.  Callahan.  But  I  am  going  to  speak  very  briefly,  with  the 
Chair's  permission,  and  submit  my  statement  for  the  record.  I 
know  this  time  of  year  when  all  the  people  from  Alabama  generally 
come  up  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  always  during  the  week  that 
Tom  Bevill's  birthday  comes  in,  and  I  don't  know  if  it  is  today,  or 
yesterday,  or  last  week,  or  this  week,  but  I  know  it  is  close. 

I  am  going  to  wish  you  a  happy  birthday,  Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  quit  having  birthdays. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Callahan.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  really  appreciate  you  coming 
to  our  district  in  September  and  looking  at  some  of  the  water  prob- 
lems and  needs  that  we  have  had.  And  recognizing  some  of  the 
many  contributions  that  you  and  then-Chairman  Bevill  made,  and 
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seeing  the  fruition  and  the  benefits  of  the  efforts  that  you  have 
made. 

We  feel  very,  very  comfortable  with  the  two  of  you  in  the  posi- 
tions that  you  are  in,  because  you  recognize  our  needs  and  have 
been  generous  to  us  in  the  past.  We  would  anticipate  and  hope  that 
this  generosity  and  understanding  of  our  needs  would  continue. 

In  my  testimony,  I  outlined  the  priority  needs  in  my  district. 
Number  one,  of  course,  we  want  to  make  sure  that  the  Mobile 
Channel  is  adequately  funded  so  it  can  be  a  navigable,  and  the 
maintenance  on  that  is  a  very  high  priority. 

The  Bayou  La  Batre  Channel  deepening  project  is  under  way, 
thanks  to  your  help.  For  Jackson  Port  and  the  Tennessee- 
Tombigbee  Wildlife  Mitigation  Project,  I  am  very  pleased  with  the 
President's  request.  And  I  hope  that  we  can  fulfill  the  President's 
request  in  that  regard  and  make  certain  that  that  mitigation 
project  is  fully  funded. 

It  is  also  good  to  have  the  representatives  of  the  major  water- 
ways here  today,  as  well  as  the  Alabama  State  Docks  and  the  Mo- 
bile Chamber  of  Commerce.  They  are  the  experts.  They  are  going 
to  testify,  and  I  certainly  will  endorse  the  requests  they  make 
today. 

I  would  also  like  to  echo  some  of  the  statements  my  colleague 
made  about  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  some  of  the  problems 
that  it  creates  on  our  water  systems,  specifically  that  old  Alabama 
sturgeon  problem  is  still  floating  around  down  there  in  Alabama, 
even  though  they  have  not  found  one. 

The  only  one  that  they  contend  they  found  was  lost  about  as 
quickly  as  it  was  found.  And  can  you  imagine  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
people  losing  an  endangered  species? 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  suggested  to  the  group  this  morning  that  if  they 
find  another  sturgeon,  that  they  eat  it. 

Mr.  Callahan.  I  don't  know  what  they  did  with  the  last  one. 
They  tell  me  that  a  turtle  ate  it,  but  it  caused  us  to  spend  untold 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  and  unnecessary  legal  expenses 
just  to  keep  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  open. 

We  prevailed  in  that  respect,  but  nevertheless,  it  is  still  some- 
thing that  is  pending  out  there  and  we  want  to  say  how  much  we 
appreciate  the  efforts  that  both  of  you  have  made  with  regard  to 
this  crucial  and  critical  issue. 

So  with  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  submit  my  statement 
for  the  record,  and  once  again,  thank  you,  especially.  Chairman 
Myers,  for  facilitating  me  and  changing  the  time  of  this  meeting  so 
I  could  spend  my  first  four-day  weekend  in  Alabama  since  January 
3rd.  We  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  appreciate  your  appearance.  We  don't  have  a 
Cardinal  to  appear  every  day,  you  know. 

Mr.  Callahan.  I  have  been  thinking  about  this.  You  are  so  used 
to  this  Cardinalship,  and  Bob  Livingston  appointed  me  as  Chair- 
man of  one  of  the  subcommittees,  and  he  made  me  a  Cardinal,  so 
that  must  mean  that  Bob  Livingston  is  the  Pope.  So  that  being  the 
case,  what  does  that  make  Newt  Gingrich? 

Mr.  Myers.  Depends  who  you  are  talking  to. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Callahan  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  SONNY  CALLAHAN 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY 
AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  21,  1995 


It  is  always  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  this  panel,  and  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  testify  again  this  year  in  support  of  fiscal  year  1 996 
funding  of  water  resources  development  projects  in  the  First  Congressional 
District  of  Alabama  and  in  other  parts  of  the  state  and  region. 

The  Bayou  La  Batre  channel  deepening  project  is  of  special  personal 
interest  to  me,  and  I  am  grateful  for  the  support  the  subcommittee  has 
consistently  given.    The  community  has  worked  extremely  hard  to  uphold 
its  responsibility  for  the  project.    Bayou  La  Batre  is  a  major  seafood  and 
shipbuilding  center.    In  recent  years  it  has  become  a  critical  site  for 
offshore  natural  gas  development.    The  natural  gas  reserves  in  Mobile  Bay 
and  offshore  of  our  coastline  are  projected  to  be  some  of  the  largest  fields 
discovered  in  the  United  States  in  some  time.    Related  activities  have 
centered  in  Bayou  La  Batre  which  is,  unfortunately,  not  well-equipped  to 
handle  shipping  traffic.    Better  access  is  critical,  and  the  channel  deepening 
project  will  facilitate  this  activity  for  the  benefit  of  the  entire  State  of 
Alabama.    I  hope  the  committee  will  approve  $1  million  for  continued 
construction  funding  for  the  Bayou  La  Batre  channel. 

Another  project  that  I  am  proud  of  is  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Wildlife  Mitigation  program.    I  appreciate  the  committee's  previous  support 
for  the  program  and  urge  its  continued  endorsement.    The  Tenn-Tom 
mitigation  program  differs  from  most  mitigation  projects  in  two  ways. 
First,  it  directs  that  property  may  be  purchased  only  from  willing  sellers. 
Second,  the  program  is  administered  by  state  officials.    These  provisions 
have  made  the  program  acceptable  to  the  public,  and  I  believe  future 
mitigation  plans  should  incorporate  similar  conditions.    I  urge  the 
committee's  continued  support  for  this  project  and  its  approval  of  the 
budget  request  of  $12.4  million. 

Construction  of  navigation  improvements  on  the  Black  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  in  the  vicinity  of  Jackson,  Alabama,  is  critical  and  will  establish 
a  port  at  Jackson.    $500,000  has  been  requested  for  this  project  and  I  urge 
approval  of  this  amount. 
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The  First  Congressional  District  of  Alabama  is  blessed  with  abundant 
water  resources  which  support  the  livelihood  of  thousands  of  families  and 
provide  recreational  benefits  to  our  residents  and  visitors.  Maintenance  of 
these  waterways  is  critical  to  the  movement  of  commodities  and  enhances 
our  efforts  to  reduce  the  United  States'  trade  deficit.  I  strongly  encourage 
the  committee  to  favorably  consider  the  Corps'  budget  request  for 
operation  and  maintenance  funding  for  the  following  projects: 

Mobile  Harbor:    $17,780 

Bayou  La  Batre  Channel:    $455,000 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway:    $3,172,000 

Alabama-Coosa  River  System:    $5,668,000 

Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  Rivers:    $16,820 

Dauphin  Island  Bay:    $252,000 

Henry  Lock  and  Dam:    $3,688,000 

Millers  Ferry  Lock  and  Dam:    $5,156,000 

Bayou  Coden:    $231,000 

Perdido  Pass  Channel:    $350,000 

Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway:    $21,090,000 

Fly  Creek:    $249,000 

Dog  and  Fowl  Rivers:    $505,000 

Another  essential  item  in  the  budget  request  is  the  $238,000  for  the 
Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa  and  Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  Rivers 
Comprehensive  Water  Study.    Continued  study  will  help  us  better 
understand  the  water  needs  of  the  states  of  Alabama,  Georgia,  and  Florida. 
Absent  a  comprehensive  understanding  of  this  controversial  issue,  I  fear 
disputes  between  these  states  will  continue.    This  matter  must  be  resolved, 
and  continued  funding  will  be  helpful  in  that  regard. 

Again,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  chance  to  make  my  interests  known. 
I  commend  the  Chairman  and  the  subcommittee  members  for  the  fine  work 
they  perform  for  this  nation  and  for  the  service  I  am  confident  they  will 
continue  to  provide. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
ALABAMA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  SPENCER  T.  BACHUS,  HI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

Mr.  Bevill  [presiding].  Next,  we  have  our  good  friend  and  col- 
league from  Birmingham,  Congressman  Spencer  Bachus,  and  we 
are  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Mr.  Bachus.  I  keep  hearing  all  of  this  Cardinal  talk.  The  Catho- 
lic Church  must  be  in  trouble,  if  Sonny  is  a  Cardinal. 

Mr.  Callahan.  Jackson  County  might  be. 

Mr.  Bachus.  They  tell  a  joke  about  when  the  Pope  was  in  New 
York  City,  he  had  to  be  downtown  in  30  minutes  and  his  motorcade 
was  blocked.  So  he  ran  out  and  hailed  a  cab  and  told  the  cabdriver 
to  get  them  downtown  in  30  minutes,  and  the  cabdriver  said, 
"There  is  no  way."  So  the  Pope  said,  "Get  out  and  get  in  the  back." 
And  the  Pope  jumped  in  and  drove  the  cab. 

And  about  two-thirds  of  the  way  down  there,  one  of  New  York's 
finest  pulled  him  over,  two  squad  cars — motorcycle  policemen.  The 
motorcycle  policemen  walked  up  to  the  car  the  Pope  was  driving, 
the  taxi,  and  said,  "Can  I  have  some  identification?"  And  the  Pope 
gave  him  his  identification  and  the  police  officer  said,  "Drive  safely, 
and  walked  back." 

And  the  other  officer  said,  "Why  didn't  you  give  him  a  ticket?" 
And  he  said,  "Because  that  is  a  very  important  guy  in  that  car." 
And  he  said,  "Who  is  it?"  And  he  said,  "I  don't  know."  And  he  said, 
"How  do  you  know  he  is  important?"  And  he  said,  "Anybody  who 
has  the  Pope  driving  him  around  New  York  City  has  got  to  be  im- 
portant." 

I  came  here  just  to  very  briefly  testify.  I  am  going  to  take  a  little 
time,  since  I  had  to  tell  that  joke,  but  I  want  to  focus  on  just  two 
things.  One  is  the  President's  request  for  $16.8  million  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers'  Operation  and  Maintenance  Budget  for  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee.  I  want  to  urge  you  to  not  consider  that  as  a 
starting  point,  but  to  consider  that  as  a  minimum. 

And  I  am  proud  that  the  President  did  set  a  reasonable,  rational 
amount.  We  have  had  years  when  that  budget  has  been  under- 
funded. And  just  sort  of  speaking  to  the  Republican  side,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  hope  that  we  would  not  be  caught  in  a  situation 
where  we  felt  like  we  are  all  committed  to  cuts,  but  this  is  one  area 
that  would  damage  the  economy  of  Alabama  if  we  tried  to  cut  that 
figure. 

I  hope  that  the  Republican  side — I  know  that  Mr.  Bevill  is  going 
to  guard  the  other  side,  but  I  hope  our  side  will  consider  that  as 
an  absolute  floor.  Especially  when  you  think  that  most  of  the  prod- 
ucts moving  down  that  waterway  are  for  export.  And  Alabama  has 
more  miles  of  navigable  waterway  than  any  other  State,  so  we  are 
talking  about  foreign  exports,  we  are  talking  about  jobs,  and  we  are 
talking  about  something  that  when  you  look  for  budget  cuts,  don't 
look  there. 

And  now  I  am  going  to  tell  you  where  you  could  look  for  some 
money  if  you  want  to  cut  something,  and  that  is  this  Alabama  stur- 
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geon.  We  have  got  bureaucrats  over  at  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  that 
just  don't  seem  to  get  the  message,  and  they  are  absolutely  wasting 
$100,000  that  they  have  got  allocated  to  look  for  the  Alabama  stur- 
geon. You  have  heard  testimony  here  today,  they  found  what  they 
claim  might  be  one  and  let  a  turtle  eat  it. 

They  ought  to  give  $100,000  back  as  opposed — for  that  one,  as 
opposed  to  asking  for  another  $100,000.  I  wrote  Ralph  Regula  Jan- 
uary 5th,  and  urged  Ralph  for  us  to  put  our  foot  down.  We  with 
this  budget  deficit,  it  is  just  obscene  that  Fish  and  Wildlife  would 
be  continuing  to  try  to  go  around  the  intent  of  this  Congress  and 
the  intent  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  which  I  support  with 
some  fundamental  changes,  and  try  to  spend  $100,000  just  waste 
it. 

It  is  a  totally  wasteful  expenditure.  And  so  I  would  say  to  this 
committee,  safeguard  the  President's  budget  request,  first  of  all. 
Don't  make  a  mistake  of  trying  to  cut  it.  And  second  of  all,  put  an 
end,  or  help  us  put  an  end  to  this  absurdity  in  wasting  another 
$100,000. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Do  I  understand  you  to  recommend  that  we  use  that 
money  to  help  balance  the  budget? 

Mr.  Bachus.  That  is  right.  Put  that  right  on  the  budget. 

If  an  Alabama  sturgeon  is  out  there,  I  think  he  would  want  the 
same  thing. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very  much  each  of  you. 

We  appreciate  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bachus  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THE  HONORABLE  SPENCER  T.  BACHUS,  ffl 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

March  21,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  speak  before  your 
Subcommittee  today.    I  have  appeared  before  this  committee  for  the  past  two 
years  and  testified  to  the  importance  of  waterways  to  commerce  in  the  sixth 
district  of  Alabama,  and  to  all  the  people  of  Alabama.    I  am  very  grateful  for 
the  opportunity  to  speak  again  on  this  important  issue. 

Let  me  put  first  things  first.    The  President  has  proposed  $16.8  million 
for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Operation  and  Maintenance  Budget.    I  am  very 
happy  with  this  proposal.    I  feel  that  this  program  has  too  often  been  ignored 
in  the  past  and  the  President's  proposal  does  not  ask  for  any  amounts  above  the 
minimum  amount  necessary  to  adequately  fund  this  critical  necessity.    I  urge 
all  members  of  this  Subcommittee,  and  particularly  the  Republican  members, 
not  to  view  the  President's  proposal  for  the  O  &  M  budget  as  a  place  to  cut 
but  as  a  minimum  required  to  maintain  the  valuable  river  system  of  Alabama. 

We  are  all  aware  of  the  pressing  need  to  get  the  $200  billion  federal 
budget  deficit  and  the  $4  trillion  national  debt  under  control.    I  firmly  believe 
that  this  Congress  will  be  the  one  that  recognizes  the  magnitude  of  the  crisis 
facing  the  nation  and  will  be  willing  to  take  the  tough  steps  needed  to  bring  the 
deficit  under  control. 

In  this  time  of  cutbacks,  however,  we  must  not  lose  sight  of  the 
importance  of  our  national  infrastructure,  the  deterioration  of  which  would 
severely  impact  our  economy  and  our  citizens.    From  the  very  beginning  of 
our  nation,  the  Founders  correctly  concluded  that  provision  for  interstate 
commerce  was  not  only  permitted  for  the  federal  government  but  was  a  power 
that  should  be  provided  for  explicitly.    Spending  wisely  on  our  national 
infrastructure  is  a  primary  federal  responsibility.    In  order  to  remain 
competitive  in  today's  rapidly  changing  global  economy,  our  government  must 
maintain  our  highways,  railways,  and  waterways.   This  is  an  economic 
imperative. 

Water  transportation  is  one  of  the  most  economical  methods  of  moving 
freight  in  commerce.    Waterways  transport  more  tonnage  than  our  highways 
and  airways.    Furthermore,  much  of  the  freight  travelling  the  waterways  is 
exported,  and  these  sales  directly  affect  millions  of  jobs  in  the  United  States. 
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In  Alabama  alone,  over  70  million  tons  of  domestic  goods  and  materials 
are  transported  on  its  navigable  waterways  each  year.    In  fact,  Alabama  has 
more  miles  of  navigable  waterways  than  any  other  state  in  the  nation.    The 
busiest  and  most  developed  of  these  is  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  system,  which 
flows  from  the  coal  rich  Warrior  Basin  in  northwest  Alabama  through  my 
district  in  the  Birmingham  area  to  the  State  Docks  at  Mobile  in  the  south. 
Alabama's  waterways  are  vital  channels  of  commerce  for  the  nation. 

Federal  involvement  in  our  Alabama  waterways  since  World  War  II  has 
been  a  tremendous  success  story.  Replacement  of  outmoded  locks  and  dams 
and  other  improvements  has  modernized  the  systems.  Billions  of  dollars  of 
private,  state  and  local  government  investment  have  followed  the  federal 
government's  lead.  The  creation  of  tens  of  thousands  of  jobs  and  increased 
commerce  is  another  positive  result.  Your  committee  is  to  be  complimented 
for  its  vision  and  participation. 

Representatives  of  river  associations  will  testify  today  that  for  this 
success  story  to  continue  it  is  critical  that  an  adequate  Corps  of  Engineers 
Operations  and  Maintenance  program  be  maintained.    This  is  the  most  pressing 
operational  need.    I  fully  support  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1996  proposal  of 
$16.8  million  for  the  O  «fe  M  program.    This  program  is  essential  to  the 
efficient  and  reliable  movement  of  interstate  commerce  on  our  rivers. 

If  the  program  is  not  maintained  and  the  reliability  of  our  river 
transportation  system  is  allowed  to  erode,  the  people  of  Alabama  will  suffer  a 
tremendous  negative  impact,  both  directly  and  indirectly.    Hindering  the 
operation  of  our  river  system,  through  waste  or  neglect,  would  cost  not  only 
the  state  of  Alabama  but  the  nation  billions  of  dollars  and  thousands  of  jobs. 

I  would  like  to  alert  you  to  another  far  different  issue  that  could  still 
threaten  the  State's  river  system:  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  continued 
efforts  to  list  the  Alabama  Sturgeon  as  an  Endangered  Species. 

Secretary  Babbitt  decided  last  year  not  to  list  the  Alabama  sturgeon  as  an 
endangered  species.    It  has  recently  come  to  my  attention  that  the  Panama 
City,  Florida,  office  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  continues  to  spend 
taxpayer  funds  on  its  search  for  the  sturgeon.    It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
office  will  resume  their  search  as  soon  as  the  rivers  drop  below  15  feet. 

On  January  9,  1995,  I  sent  a  letter  to  our  colleague,  Ralph  Regula.    In 
my  letter,  I  urge^  Mr.  Regula  to  take  action  to  have  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  reallocate  the  $100,000  they  plan  to  use  to  continue  searching  for  the 
sturgeon.   I  believe  this  is  the  most  effective  way  to  prevent  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  from  wasting  more  taxpayer  money. 
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I  would  like  to  voice  my  support  for  legislative  language  that  would 
prevent  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  from  wasting  any  more  taxpayer  money 
on  efforts  to  list  the  Alabama  sturgeon  as  an  endangered  species.    I  support 
reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  but  with  common  sense  changes 
to  the  Act.    I  would  also  like  to  add  that  if  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is 
wasting  $100,000  in  every  state,  eliminating  such  waste  would  more  than  pay 
for  the  necessary  increase  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  program. 

I  am  very  happy  to  be  in  the  company  of  our  state's  waterways  experts 
today.    I  know  that  they  can  explain  in  more  detail  how  these  issues  affect 
Alabama. 
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and  Mr.  Everett  follow:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

U.S.  REP.  GLEN  BROWDER 

BEFORE 

subcomhttee  on  appropriations 
for  energy  and  water  development 

MARCH  21,  1995 


MR.  CHAIRMAN.  Once  again,  it  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  make 
a  statement  to  this  subcommittee  in  behalf  of  the  waterways  in 
Alabama.  They  form  an  extensive  transportation  network  and  offer 
an  excellent  opportunity  for  continued  economic  development 
throughout  our  entire  region. 

We  have  more  miles  of  navigable  waterways  in  AlcQseuna  than 
any  other  state.  The  many  users  and  friends  of  these  waterways 
are  represented  here  today  by  members  of  the  Coosa -Alabama  River 
Improvement  Association,  Inc.,  the  Warrior -Tombigbee  Development 
association  and  the  Tri-Rivers  Association. 

I  support  their  efforts  in  behalf  of  the  waterways  and  we 
are  grateful,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  all  of  the  help  you  have  given 
them  in  the  past.  You  and  our  Alcdsama  colleague,  Tom  Bevill,  have 
been  very  supportive  of  the  Alaibama  waterways  and  we  appreciate 
that. 

Inland  and  intra- coastal  waterways  furnish  an  efficient  and 
reliable  means  of  freight  transportation  in  meuiy  parts  of  the 
United  States.  The  barges  that  use  the  waterways  provide  eui 
inexpensive  means  of  moving  high- tonnage  shipments  of  bulk 
commodities  and  fuels.  They  are  a  substantial  emd  growing  portion 
of  the  nation's  economy. 

A  federal  role  in  the  improvement  and  maintenance  of  inland 
rivers  and  intra-coastal  waterways  has  long  been  recognized. 
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Federal  funds  used  for  that  purpose  are  investments  that  turn 
over  many  times,  producing  thousands  of  jobs  and  billions  in 
taxes.  We  are  asking  for  a  continuation  of  that  type  of 
investment.  Representatives  of  the  user  groups  here  will  give  you 
details  of  their  needs. 

In  East  Alabama,  we  are  especially  interested  in  the 
continuation  of  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  Alabama- Coosa - 
Tallapoosa  and  the  Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  River 
systems.  The  results  of  that  study  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
should  help  us  identify  a  fair  method  of  utilizing  the  limited 
quantity  of  water  available  for  the  growing  areas  of  West 
Georgia,  East  Alabama  and  the  Florida  Panhandle.  The  outcome  of 
the  study  will  be  a  key  element  in  the  future  environmental  and 
economic  well-being  of  the  three  states.  Water  is  basic  to  human 
life  and  we  must  use  our  supplies  intelligently. 

Finally,  this  subcommittee's  continued  support  for  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  will  further  economic  development 
in  our  region.   The  ARC  is  a  model  federal -state  partnership 
which  gives  local  leaders  a  seat  at  the  table  in  deciding  how 
resources  are  to  be  invested.   Historically,  the  ARC  has  been 
more  than  equally  matched  by  local  contributions,  and  continues 
to  be  an  effective  leveraging  of  resources  in  the  kind  of  new 
federalism  that  we  feel  should  be  promoted. 

Thank  you  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to 
express  my  support  for  the  Alabama  waterways  and  for  the  work  you 
are  doing  to  help  them. 
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STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  RICHARD  SHELBY 

ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  COOSA -ALABAMA  RIVER  SYSTEM 

PREPARED  FOR  THE 

HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

MARCH  21,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  offer  testimony  on 
behalf  of  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  System. 

The  Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement  Association  has  requested  FY 
1996  funding  for  continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Waterway  in 
the  amount  of  43.6  million  dollars.  This  is  an  effort  that  has  the 
unqualified  support  of  the  Alabama  Congressional  Delegation  and  the 
membership  of  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement  Association.  I 
support  this  request  so  that  the  following  specific  needs  may  be  met: 
(1)  continued  dredging  and  appropriate  maintenance  for  the  Alabama 
River  Channel  (2)  completion  of  the  Coosa  River  Navigation  Project  (3) 
continued  federal  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  Alabama  River 
waterway  from  Mobile  to  Montgomery  as  well  as  Mobile  Harbor  (4) 
Continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  upstream  reservoirs  and 
hydropower  plants  at  Allatoona  and  Carters  Lake  in  Georgia. 

In  addition  to  these  objectives,  I  want  to  express  my  hope  that  we 
can  make  the  Alabama  River  useable  year-round  by  constructing  a  fourth 
dam  in  the  area  south  of  Claiborne.  The  Association  has  requested 
238,000  dollars  for  reconnaissance  and  feasibility  studies  in  order  to 
move  this  project  forward. 

Although  onerous  barge  fuel  taxes  were  scaled  back  and  waterway 
user  fees  were  removed  from  the  1993  tax  bill,   proposals  for  expanded 
taxes  or  user  fees  are  still  being  considered  by  some  members  of  the 
Administration.  The  increase  in  user  fuel  tax  would  have  a  negative 
impact  on  all  aspects  of  trade  from  the  waterway.  As  a  result,  I  will 
continue  to  oppose  any  increases  in  these  economically  crippling 
assessments . 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  allow  today's  hearing  to  go  by  without 
mention  of  the  circus  surrounding  the  Alabama  sturgeon  listing  process. 
Although  Secretary  Babbitt  decided  not  to  list  the  Alabama  Sturgeon  - 
citing  a  lack  of  scientific  evidence  -  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
intends  to  renew  their  search  for  a  Sturgeon  in  the  next  month  or  so. 
The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  budget  plan  provides  for  70  to  90 
additional  working  days  on  the  Alabama  river.   A  considerable  amount  of 
money  has  already  been  wasted  by  the  FWS  over  the  last  three  years,  and 
I  find  it  absurd  they  are  continuing  to  search  after  the  decision  of 
Secretary  Babbit . 

In  addition,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  accepted  a  petition 
to  list  the  southern  population  of  the  Southern  Walleye  as  an 
endangered  species.   Onee  again,  citizens  along  the  waterway  must  live 
with  the  constant  fear  and  anxiety  of  having  a  tireless  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  devastate  their  communities  with  little  if  any 
scientific  evidence.   When  will  the  charade  end? 
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I  believe  the  Coosa-Alabama  Waterway  system  is  a  solid  investment 
in  future  productivity  and  economic  progress.   Extensive  commitments  to 
private  investment  on  navigable  waterways  have  been  made  on  the 
assumption  that  federal  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  waterways 
would  continue.  I  pledge  my  continued  support  for  this  important 
project  which  holds  such  promise  of  economic  benefit. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  for  the  opportunity  to  offer  testimony  to 
this  distinguished  subcommittee  on  behalf  of  the  Coosa-Alabama  River 
System. 
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ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  TESTIMONY 

SENATOR  HOWELL  HEFLIN 

FUNDS  FOR  THE  ALABAMA  WATERWAY  PROJECTS 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

MARCH  21,  1995 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AS  YOU  AND  THE  OTHER  MEMBERS  OF  THIS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  KNOW,  I  HAVE  A  DEEP  AND  ABIDING  INTEREST  IN  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  WATERWAY  RESOURCES  IN  ALABAMA  AS  WELL  AS 
NATIONWIDE.   I  APPRECIATE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU 
TODAY  AND  JOIN  WITH  SPOKESMEN  FROM  THE  ALABAMA  RIVER  DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATIONS  IN  SUPPORT  OF  FUNDS  FOR  THE  CONTINUED  AND  ORDERLY 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  WATER  RESOURCES  IN  ALABAMA. 

IT  WILL  BE  MORE  BENEFICIAL  TO  THIS  COMMITTEE  TO  RECEIVE  THE 
VIEWS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THOSE  HERE  TODAY  FROM  THE  ALABAMA 
WATERWAY  DEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITIES  WHO  HAVE  TRAVELED  HERE  TO 
PRESENT  THEIR  CASES  TO  YOU  ON  BEHALF  OF  THEIR  RESPECTIVE  WATERWAY 
SYSTEMS.   THIS  GROUP  IS  DEDICATED  TO  THE  PRINCIPLE  THAT  THE 
ENTIRE  ECONOMY  WILL  BENEFIT  FROM  THE  CONTINUED  INVESTMENT  IN  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  ALABAMA'S  RIVERS  AND  OTHER  WATER  RESOURCES.   I 
WARMLY  COMMEND  THEIR  TESTIMONIES  TO  YOU. 
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ALABAMA  IS  BLESSED  WITH  MORE  MILES  OF  NAVIGABLE  WATERWAYS 
THAN  ANY  OTHER  STATE  IN  THE  NATION.   AS  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  IS  WELL 
AWARE,  INLAND  WATERWAYS  ARE  A  VITAL  COMPONENT  OF  AMERICA'S 
TRANSPORTATION  INFRASTRUCTURE.   THE  AVAILABILITY  OF  EFFICIENT  AND 
RELIABLE  BARGE  SERVICE  IS  EXTREMELY  IMPORTANT  TO  THE  VIABILITY  OF 
KEY  SECTORS  OF  THE  U.S.  ECONOMY  AND  CERTAINLY  TO  THE  ECONOMY  OF 
THE  REGION.   THE  ECONOMIC  LIVELIHOOD  OF  THESE  SECTORS  DEPENDS  ON 
TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCIES  WHICH  ONLY  WATERWAYS  CAN  OFFER  IN  THE 
DELIVERY  OF  RAW  MATERIALS,  ACCESS  TO  DISTANT  MARKETS,  AND 
ECONOMIES  OF  SCALE.   FOR  THESE  REASONS  AND  MORE,  THERE  IS  CLEARLY 
A  BROAD  PUBLIC  INTEREST  IN  DEVELOPING  AND  MAINTAINING  THE  INLAND 
WATERWAY  SYSTEMS  WHICH  JUSTIFIES  THE  REQUEST  FOR  CONTINUED 
FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION. 

THE  PUBLIC  INVESTMENTS  FOR  WHICH  WE  ARE  SEEKING  FUNDS  WILL 
PROVIDE  RETURNS  TO  THE  ENTIRE  ECONOMY  THROUGHOUT  THE  USEFUL  LIFE 
OF  THE  PROJECTS.   THIS,  OF  COURSE,  MEANS  A  HIGHER  STANDARD  OF 
LIVING  AND  INCREASED  ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THE 
REGION  THAN  WOULD  BE  POSSIBLE  WITHOUT  THESE  INVESTMENTS  IN  PUBLIC 
CAPITAL.   INDEED,  THE  OVERALL  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  IN  OUR  STATE  AND 
REGION  WILL  BE  ENHANCED  IF  WE  FUND  THESE  PROJECTS  AND  BRING  THEM 
TO  COMPLETE  FRUITION. 
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I  AM  MOST  GRATEFUL  TO  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  ITS  INTEREST  IN 

THE  FULL  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  WATER  RESOURCES  IN  ALABAMA.   WITH 

YOUR  CONTINUED  HELP,  THESE  INVESTMENTS  WILL  RETURN  RICH  DIVIDENDS 
TO  FUTURE  GENERATIONS  OF  AMERICANS. 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
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ENERGY  AND.  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  TESTIMONY 

SENATOR  HOWELL  HEFLIN 

TVA'S  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARCH  CENTER 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

MARCH  21,  1995 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  TAKE  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  THANK 
YOU  AND  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  YOUR  SUPPORT  OF  TVA'S  ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESEARCH  CENTER  OVER  THE  YEARS,  AND  TO  REQUEST  YOUR  CONTINUED 
SUPPORT.   I  WILL  MAKE  A  FEW,  BRIEF  COMMENTS  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 


IT  IS  A  WELL  KNOWN  FACT  THAT  TVA  ONCE  CONDUCTED  THE  NATION'S 


MOST  EFFECTIVE  PROGRAM  IN  DEVELOPING  NEW  FERTILIZER  AND  NUTRIENT 


TECHNOLOGIES  THAT  HAS  FUELED  THE  LEGENDARY  GAINS  IN  FOOD  AND 


FIBER  PRODUCTION  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  AND  AROUND  THE  WORLD. 


BECAUSE  OF  THIS  WORK,  TVA  IS  LARGELY  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE 


TREMENDOUS  SUCCESS  OF  U.S.  AGRICULTURE. 


DURING  THE  DECADES  TVA  CONDUCTED  ITS  FERTILIZER  AND 


141 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  PROGRAMS,  IT  BUILT  A  STRONG  BASE  OP 
EXPERTISE  IN  CHEMISTRY,  CHEMICAL  ENGINEERING,  PROCESS 
ENGINEERING,  AGRONOMY,  AND  OTHER  RELATED  AGRICULTURAL  AND 
NUTRITIONAL  SCIENCES.   NOW  TVA  IS  CAPITALIZING  ON  THIS  EXPERTISE 
IN  DEVELOPING  TECHNOLOGIES  TO  SOLVE  ENVIRONMENTAL  WASTE  PROBLEMS 
IN  THE  TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AS  WELL  AS  ACROSS  THE  NATION. 

TODAY,  TVA'S  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARCH  CENTER  IS  ON  THE 
THRESHOLD  OF  DISCOVERING  NEW  WAYS  TO  PREVENT  OR  REDUCE  POLLUTION 
OF  THE  AIR.  LAND,  AND  WATER  FROM  AGRICULTURAL,  MUNICIPAL,  AND 
INDUSTRIAL  OPERATIONS.   FOR  OUR  NATION  TO  ACHIEVE  AGRICULTURAL 
AND  ECONOMIC  SUSTAINABILITY,  WE  MUST  HAVE  INNOVATIVE  TECHNOLOGIES 
TO  OPERATE  OUR  FARMS,  FACTORIES,  UTILITIES,  AND  CITIES  IN 
ENVIRONMENTALLY  ACCEPTABLE  WAYS. 

THE  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  UNDERWAY  AT  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESEARCH  CENTER  CAN  HELP  US  AVOID  A  CRISIS  IN  MANAGING  AND 
DISPOSING  OF  OUR  AGRICULTURAL,  MUNICIPAL,  AND  INDUSTRIAL  WASTES. 


142 

IN  FACT,  SOME  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARCH  CENTER'S  TECHNOLOGIES 
ARE  ALREADY  IN  USE  THROUGHOUT  THE  COUNTRY  IN  CLEANING  UP 
CONTAMINATED  SITES,  REDUCING  POLLUTION  FROM  AGRICULTURAL  BUSINESS 
OPERATIONS,  AND  CONVERTING  WASTES  INTO  VALUE-ADDED  PRODUCTS. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  BECAUSE  OF  TODAY'S  BUSY  SCHEDULE,  I  WILL  NOT 
CITE  THE  MANY  AREAS  OF  RESEARCH  UNDERWAY  AT  THE  CENTER,  NOR  GO 
INTO  DETAIL  ON  THE  MANY  BENEFITS  THE  CENTER'S  WORK  WILL  HAVE  ON 
THE  ENVIRONMENT.   SUFFICE  IT  TO  SAY  THAT  THE  WORK  BEING  CONDUCTED 
AT  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARCH  CENTER  IS  ESSENTIAL  FOR  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  OF  OUR  COUNTRY  IN  THE  FUTURE,  AND  IT 
DESERVES  YOUR  CONTINUED  SUPPORT. 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
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ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  TESTIMONY 

SENATOR  HOWELL  HEFLIN 

FUNDS  FOR  THE  COOSA-ALABAMA  WATERWAY 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

MARCH  21,  1995 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  AGAIN 
BEFORE  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  COOSA-ALABAMA  WATERWAY 
AND  MOBILE  HARBOR.   BECAUSE  OF  YOUR  CROWDED  AGENDA,  MY  REMARKS 
WILL  BE  BRIEF. 

IN  THE  LIGHT  OF  OUR  GROWING  NATIONAL  DEBT  AND  THE 
STREAMLINING  OF  INDUSTRIES  TO  BECOME  MORE  COMPETITIVE,  IT  SHOULD 
BE  NOTED  THAT  WATERWAYS  PROVIDE  EFFICIENT  TRANSPORTATION 
PRODUCTIVITY.   A  REDUCTION  IN  A  MANUFACTURER'S  TRANSPORTATION 
COSTS  LEADS  TO  LOWER  PRICES  WHICH  CAN  BE  PASSED  ON  TO  CONSUMERS. 
IN  ADDITION,  LOWER  FREIGHT  RATES  ARE  IN  THE  NATIONAL  INTEREST  AS 
MANUFACTURERS  AND  FARMERS  STRIVE  TO  COMPETE  WITH  INTERNATIONAL 
INTERESTS,  AND  THUS  IMPACT  OUR  BALANCE  OF  PAYMENTS. 

THE  SUCCESS  OF  EXTENSIVE  COMMITMENTS  TO  STIMULATE  PRIVATE 
INVESTMENT  OF  NAVIGABLE  WATERWAYS  IS  CONTINGENT  UPON  THE 
CONTINUED  FEDERAL  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  WATERWAYS. 
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THEREFORE,  IT  IS  IMPORTANT  THAT  FUNDING  IS  AVAILABLE  FOR 
CONTINUED  TIMELY  AND  COMPLETE  DREDGING  OF  THE  ALABAMA  RIVER 
CHANNEL  ALONG  WITH  MAINTENANCE  AND  OPERATION  OF  THE  ALABAMA  RIVER 
WATERWAY  FROM  MOBILE  TO  MONTGOMERY,  INCLUDING  MOBILE  HARBOR. 

SPECIFICALLY,  I  REQUEST  YOUR  SUPPORT  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  AREAS: 

1)  ADEQUATE  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  FUNDING  TO  MAINTAIN 
THE  ASSETS  IN  THE  COOSA - ALABAMA  BASINS  AS  WELL  AS  THE 
MOBILE  HARBOR. 

2)  FUNDING  FOR  THE  FOURTH  LOCK  &  DAM  STUDY, 

3)  REOPENING  OF  THE  COOSA  NAVIGATION  PROJECT, 

4)  TO  RESIST  ANY  ATTEMPT  TO  RAISE  THE  USER  FUEL  TAX  ON  THE 
INLAND  RIVER  NAVIGATION  INDUSTRY, 

5)  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  TRI -  STATE  COMPREHENSIVE  WATER 
ALLOCATION  STUDY,  AND 

6)  AMENDMENT  OF  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  OF  1973  TO 
REQUIRE  AN  ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS  DURING  LISTING  OF  SPECIES 
AND  TO  ESTABLISH  A  BALANCE  TO  THE  PROSECUTION  OP  A 
LISTING. 

STUDIES  OF  COMPLETED  WATERWAYS,  SUCH  AS  THE  ARKANSAS  RIVER 
AND  THE  GULF  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY,  SHOW  THAT  THE  RETURNS  PRC»! 
FEDERAL  FUNDING  FULLY  JUSTIFY  THE  INVESTMENT. 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
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ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  TESTIMONY 

SENATOR  HOWELL  HEFLIN 

FUNDS  FOR  THE  TENNESSEE -TOMBIGBEE  WATERWAY 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

MARCH  21,  1995 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR 
BEFORE  YOUR  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE 
WATERWAY . 

IN  CONSIDERING  WHAT  PROJECTS  TO  FUND,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO 
EMPHASIZE  THAT  SEVERAL  RECENT  STUDIES  WHICH  MEASURED  THE  ECONOMIC 
RETURNS  WHICH  ACCRUE  TO  SOCIETY,  AND  ARE  REFLECTED  IN  INCREASED 
LEVELS  OF  REVENUE  TO  GOVERNMENTAL  UNITS,  FROM  FEDERAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT  REPEATEDLY  SHOW  THAT  THE  HIGHEST  RATE 
OF  RETURN  PER  TAX  DOLLAR  SPENT  IS  ON  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE 
OF  CURRENT  ASSETS  IN  THE  STOCK  OF  PUBLIC  CAPITAL. 

I,  THEREFORE,  STRONGLY  RECOMMEND  THAT  THE  OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  CURRENT  STOCK  OF  PUBLIC  ASSETS  RECEIVE  THE 
HIGHEST  PRIORITY  IN  THE  ALLOCATION  OF  LIMITED  RESOURCES.   THESE 
FUNDS  ARE  NECESSARY  IN  ORDER  TO  MAINTAIN  THE  SUBSTANTIAL 
INVESTMENT  MADE  IN  THE  TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE  WATERWAY  BY  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  IN  PAST  YEARS. 

I  RESPECTFULLY  REQUEST  THAT  YOU  SUPPORT  THE  BUDGET  REQUEST 
FOR  THE  TENN-TOM  WATERWAY.   THIS  LEVEL  OF  FUNDING  IS  ADEQUATE  TO 
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PROPERLY  MAINTAIN  THE  WATERWAY.   THE  BUDGET  REQUEST  WILL  ALSO 
PERMIT  THE  COMPLETION  OF  THE  ACQUISITION  OF  WILDLIFE  MITIGATION 
LANDS  AS  AUTHORIZED  BY  THE  CONGRESS.   THE  WILDLIFE  MITIGATION 
PROGRAM  IS  AN  EFFECTIVE  INVESTMENT  IN  THE  ENVIRONMENT  OF  THE 
AREA. 

I  SUPPORT  THE  PROJECTS  ALONG  THE  TENNESSEE -TOMBIGBEE 
WATERWAY  AND  I  URGE  THE  COMMITTEE  TO  APPROVE  THE  REQUESTED 
FUNDING  SET  FOURTH  TODAY. 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
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ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  TESTIMONY 

SENATOR  HOWELL  HEFLIN 

FUNDS  FOR  THE  WARRIOR -TOMBIGBEE  WATERWAY 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

MARCH  21,  1995 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY 
TO  APPEAR  AGAIN  BEFORE  YOUR  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  BEHALF  OF  FUNDS  FOR 

THE  WARRIOR -TOMBIGBEE  WATERWAY. 

I  RESPECTFULLY  REQUEST  THAT  THE  COMMITTEE  SUPPORT  THE  CORPS' 
BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  $16.8  MILLION  IN  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE 
FUNDS  FOR  THE  WARRIOR -TOMBIGBEE  WATERWAY.   BOTH  THE  JACKSON  AND 
NAHEOLA  BRIDGE  CHANNEL  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECTS  ARE  FAR  ENOUGH  ALONG 
THAT  AT  LEAST  ONE  IF  NOT  BOTH  SHOULD  BE  ON  CONTRACT  BEFORE  THE 
END  OF  FY9  5  AND  HOPEFULLY  FUNDED  SO  AS  NOT  TO  REQUIRE  LARGE 
ADDITIONAL  FY9  6  FUNDS. 

I  THEREFORE  SUPPORT  THE  $16.8  MILLION  REQUEST  AND  WISH  TO 
EMPHASIZE  THAT  IT  IS  $2.3  MILLION  LESS  THAN  OUR  REQUEST  FOR  FY95. 
THIS  IS  THE  ABSOLUTE  MINIMUM  LEVEL  OF  SUPPORT  NEEDED  TO  KEEP  THE 
SYSTEM  RELIABLE  AND  EFFICIENT. 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  WATERWAY  TRANSPORTATION  CONSUMES  LESS 
FUEL  PER  TON -MILE  OF  CARGO  HAULED  THAN  AIRLINES,  RAILROADS,  OR 
TRUCKS.   THEREFORE,  MAINTAINING  A  VIABLE  WATERWAY  TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE  ASSISTS  IN  REDUCING  THIS  NATION'S  DEPENDENCE  ON 
FOREIGN  FOSSIL  FUELS. 

I  SUPPORT  THE  PROJECTS  OF  THE  WARRIOR -TOMBIGBEE  DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION  AND  I  URGE  THE  COMMITTEE  TO  APPROVE  THE  REQUESTED 
FUNDING  SET  FORTH  TODAY. 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CONGRESSMAN  TERRY  EVERETT 
BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 


FY  96  Budget  Request 


MARCH  21,  1995 


Chairman  Meyers,  I  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  testify 
before  your  subcommittee  today  on  the  subject  of  the  Administration's  FV' 
96  budget  request  for  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  and  water  resource 
projects  in  Alabama.  The  Coosa- Alabama  River  Improvement  Association 
and  the  Tri  Rivers  Waterway  Development  Association  are  here  today  to 
provide  their  professional  opinions  in  this  regard  and  to  further  make  the 
committee  aware  of  the  economic  growth  and  development  attributed  to 
these  waterway  projects.  While  there  are  a  number  of  issues  important  to 
these  groups  before  you  today,  I  would  like  to  briefly  focus  my  comments 
on  several  matters. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  sit  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  Second 
Congressional  District  of  Alabama,  I  speak  for  a  broad  base  of  diverse 
groups  and  private  citizens  directly  involved  in  our  state's  waterway 
projects.  Not  only  are  these  organizations  and  citizens  interested  in  water 
resource  projects,  they  are  performing  the  necessary  work  required  to 
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maintain  and  develop  our  waterways  which  are  major  sources  and 
facihtators  of  conmierce  for  the  state  and  the  nation.  However,  despite  the 
intensive  work  and  progress  being  made  on  our  state  waterways,  I  am 
concerned  that  ongoing  and  future  projects  may  be  in  jeopardy  due  to  tight 
budget  constraints.  I  ask  each  of  you  here  today  to  exercise  caution  and 
thought  as  you  begin  to  consider  these  appropriations.  I  realize  the  need  to 
reduce  wasteful  and  unnecessary,  but  I  also  realize  the  need  to  retain 
programs  that  are  currently  working  well,  programs  that  are  indeed 
stimulating  the  economy  and  promoting  economic  development  in  rural 
areas  of  Alabama. 

In  addition  to  funding  considerations,  you  have  heard  testimony 
before  this  subcommittee  which  advocates  turning  the  Corps  of  Engineers' 
Civil  Works  Program  over  to  state  or  private  managers.  As  my  friends 
will  tell  you  today,  having  one  agency  responsible  for  maintaining  the  locks 
and  dams  on  these  waterways  provides  benefits  that  can't  be  measured  in 
dollars  and  cents.  The  Corps'  experience,  coupled  with  the  operation  and 
maintenance  funding  that  supports  this  program,  are  investments  in 
infrastructure  that  facilitates  the  continued  advancement  of  economic 
development.  My  immediate  concern,  along  with  that  of  the  Coosa- 
Alabama  River  Improvement  Association  and  the  Tri  Rivers  Waterway 
Development  Association,  is  that  funding  reductions  for  the  operations  and 
maintenance  of  these  waterways  will  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  existing 
projects  and  future  development. 

Another  issue  of  importance  is  the  ongoing  study  of  the  Alabama- 
Coosa-Tallapoosa  and  the  Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  River  Basins. 
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This  study  is  working  to  identify  a  mechanism  by  which  the  Governors  of 
Alabama,  Georgia  and  Florida  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  can  coordinate  a 
reasonable  distribution  of  the  water  supply  of  the  two  basins.   In  order  to 
meet  the  intended  objective  of  this  study,  I  ask  for  your  continued  support 
in  this  year's  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  also  just  briefly  touch  on  the  most  recent 
attacks  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  our  waterways  and  the  service's 
never-ending  pursuit  of  attachments  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  While 
I  realize  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  not  directly  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  committee,  I  ask  for  any  consideration  you  may  give  to  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  as  this  legislation  comes  before  the  full  committee 
later  in  the  year.  As  many  of  you  are  fully  aware,  the  inherent  design  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  has  become  an  overly  manipulative  avenue  to 
which  Fish  and  Wildlife  scientists  rarely  apply  the  principles  of  common 
sense  and  scientific  data.  Rather,  Fish  and  Wildlife  officials  continue  to 
push  causes  unbeknownst  to  anyone  outside  the  hierarchy  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  while  continuing  to  add  to  the  costs  of  constructing  and 
maintaining  our  waterways  throughout  the  nation.  The  potential  listing  of 
the  so-called  Alabama  Sturgeon  is  still  alive  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  even  after  Secretary  Babbit  decided  not  to  Ust  the  fish.  I  would 
ask  the  committee  to  consider  using  Fish  and  Wildlife  funds  as  offsets  on 
the  rescissions  conference  with  the  Senate  to  discourage  overzealous 
bureaucrats  from  reopening  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Study. 

Based  on  the  State  of  Alabama's  most  recent  experiences  with  the 
attempts  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  list  the  Alabama  Smrgeon,  five 
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mussel  species  as  endangered,  two  mussel  species  as  threatened,  and  now 
the  Southern  Walleye  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973, 1 
strongly  support  amending  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  As  my  friends 
will  point  out  today,  we  should  question  the  authority  of  any  agency,  such 
as  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  when  that  agency  in  fact  becomes 
prosecutor,  judge,  jury  and  executioner  of  any  proposal  under  the  ESA. 

As  a  vocal  critic  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  I  will  continue  to 
voice  my  opposition  to  this  burdensome  and  ineffective  piece  of  legislation. 
While  I  am  encouraged  by  the  recent  votes  of  this  House,  I  intend  to  work 
towards  a  more  comprehensive  reform  of  the  ESA,  and  I  hope  to 
incorporate  an  economic  analysis  during  the  listing  process  into  these 
reforms.  The  current  act  is  costing  taxpayers  millions  of  dollars  in 
avoidable  costs,  and  our  renewed  budget  focus  demands  that  we  address 
this  issue  during  the  104th  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill,  and  all  Members  of  the 
conmiittee  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  share  my  support  for 
Alabama's  waterway  projects.  While  doing  that,  let  me  mention  that  these 
projects  benefit  the  State  of  Alabama,  but  they  equally  benefit  the  entire 
nation.  As  we  continue  to  call  on  our  nation's  waterways,  I  call  on  you  to 
carefully  consider  the  opinions  presented  here  today. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Tuesday,  March  21, 1995. 
WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE  WATER  AND  PORT  OF  MOBILE 

WITNESSES 

OFFA  S.  NICHOLS,  JR.,  PRESIDENT,  WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE  DEVELOP- 
MENT ASSOCIATION 

CHARLES  HAUN,  CHAIRMAN,  WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE  DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION 

SHELDON  L.  MORGAN,  SENIOR  VICE  PRESIDENT,  FIRST  ALABAMA 
BANK,  MOBILE,  ALABAMA 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next,  Offa  Nichols,  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Mr.  Nichols.  Since  you  mentioned  15  minutes,  maybe  Mr.  Myers 
and  I  could  talk  about  basketball  for  a  few  minutes. 

I  have  with  me  two  chairmen,  Charlie  Haun  from  Parker  Towing 
Company,  who  is  now  Chairman  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Associa- 
tion and  Sheldon  Morgan,  a  past  Chairman  and  President-elect  of 
the  Association. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  pleased  to  have  each  of  you  who  have  made 
such  a  contribution,  and  Sheldon,  with  all  his  seniorit3^ 

Mr.  Nichols.  The  way  things  were  going  with  the  members  of 
the  Alabama  delegation,  I  would  have  been  willing  to  yield  my  time 
to  them  to  let  them  continue. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  could  tell  you  were  enjoying  every  minute. 

Mr.  Nichols.  Mr.  Bevill's  birthday  is  on  the  27th,  and  I  like  to 
bring  that  up  because  it  gives  me  the  opportunity  to  say  mine  is 
on  the  23rd. 

Mr.  Bevill.  That  means  you  are  four  days  older  than  I  am. 

Mr.  Nichols.  Yes,  sir,  if  that  is  what  you  say. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today  to  thank  you  for 
your  support  over  the  years  and  ask  that  you  continue.  We  have 
submitted  a  detailed  statement  in  the  prescribed  format  with  nu- 
merous grass-roots  supporting  statements.  This  is  a  summary. 

The  Warrior-Tombigbee  continues  to  be  a  real  success  story  and 
illustrates  the  positive  results  of  water  resource  development  as 
the  Congress  wants.  This  waterway  flows  from  the  coal-rich  War- 
rior Basin  in  northwest  Alabama,  through  the  industrial  heartland 
around  Birmingham  and  Tuscaloosa,  and  south  through  the 
Tombigbee  forestlands  to  the  Port  of  Mobile. 

Construction  of  its  original  17  locks  and  dams  began  in  the  late 
1870s  and  was  completed  in  1915.  When  our  association  began  its 
partnership  with  the  Congress  and  the  Corps  in  1949,  the  water- 
way was  all  but  inactive  because  of  the  deteriorated  condition  of  14 
turn-of-the-century  locks  and  dams.  Congress  authorized  cost/bene- 
fit studies  by  the  Corps,  and  these  studies  showed  there  was  great 
potential  should  the  waterway  be  modernized,  projecting  that  the 
tonnage  would  grow  to  8  million  by  1980. 

What  happened  in  the  process?  Five  new  locks  and  dams  were 
created  between  1954  and  1975,  and  as  promised,  traffic  grew  to 
8  million  tons,  but  in  1966,  not  1980,  14  years  ahead  of  the  projec- 
tion. In  1980,  tonnage  was  almost  17  million,  twice  the  projection, 
reaching  a  peak  of  24.5  million  in  1988. 

And  thanks  to  the  Appropriations  Committees,  our  last  old  lock 
has  now  been  replaced.  The  new  Oliver  Lock  at  Tuscaloosa  was 
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first  out  of  the  box  following  the  revival  of  the  Civil  Works  program 
by  the  Water  Resource  Development  Act  of  1986.  Oliver  Lock  was 
51  months  from  groundbreaking  to  opening — perhaps  a  record. 

There  continues  to  be  tremendous  local  investment.  In  the  past 
eight  to  ten  years  alone,  over  a  billion  dollars  by  the  coal  interests, 
a  billion-plus  by  the  steel  industry  in  Birmingham  and  Tuscaloosa, 
and  close  to  a  billion  by  other  different  industrial  groups.  One  sin- 
gle local  agency,  the  Alabama  State  Docks,  that  has  aJready  been 
here  today,  over  the  recent  past  have  invested  more  than  $300  mil- 
lion in  expanding  to  meet  requirements. 

This  alone  is  more  than  the  total  Federal  investment  in  all  the 
locks  and  dams  on  the  waterway,  including  the  new  Oliver  Lock. 
The  State  Docks  continues  to  expand  and  improve  through  better 
facilities  for  wood  products,  coal  and  iron,  and  now  even  another 
expansion  for  coal  handling.  The  Port  of  Mobile  has  become  a  lead- 
ing forest  products  port  and  handles  more  than  all  the  other  ports 
on  the  Gulf  Coast  combined. 

There  is  a  new  state-of-the-art  deep  coal  mine  alongside  the  War- 
rior River. 

Mr.  Bevill,  I  don't  know  if  the  entrance  to  the  lock  is  in  your  dis- 
trict, but  the  coal  is  under  the  territory  in  your  district. 

Mr.  Bevill.  As  long  as  we  get  the  money,  that  is  what  counts. 

Mr.  Nichols.  What  we  call  the  new  steel  mill  at  Tuscaloosa, 
which  was  built  10  years  ago,  is  now  doubling  its  capacity.  Don 
Waldon  has  mentioned  that  during  the  summer  of  1988,  when  the 
Lower  Mississippi  was  all  but  closed,  there  was  a  great  surge  of 
traffic  on  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  and  the  Tenn-Tom  as  an  alter- 
nate route. 

During  that  period,  traffic  reached  an  annual  rate  double  any 
prior  experiences  we  had  on  the  system.  Nearly  50  million  ton  an- 
nual rate,  which  the  system  was  able  to  accommodate.  I  wish  we 
knew,  Mr.  Bevill,  how  many  jobs  and  dollars  were  saved  because 
of  that  alternate  route  that  was  available. 

Mr.  Bevill.  It  would  be  very  interesting. 

And  the  Gulf  State  Paper  Company  moved  their  plant,  built  a 
new  plant  down  in  Demopolis  from  Tuscaloosa  in  order  to  be  on  the 
Tenn-Tom,  which  is  part  of  the  same  that  you  represent.  And  the 
first  year,  they  saved  in  transportation  by  using  that  route,  they 
saved  a  million  dollars  in  transportation. 

Mr,  Nichols.  You  may  recall  that  Scott  Paper  Company  con- 
verted entirely  from  moving  wood  products  into  their  area  for  raw 
materials,  as  well  as  for  fuel  for  their  burners,  to  water  transpor- 
tation a  number  of  years  ago.  They  ripped  the  rail  tracks  out  of 
their  facility.  They  don't  have  them  anymore.  And  there  is  no  way 
in  the  world  you  could  move  that  much  stuff  by  truck. 

Scott  Paper  Company  has  publicly  stated,  and  I  think  before  in 
committee  in  years  past  that,  their  transportation  bill  was  reduced 
by  about  $30  million  the  first  year  that  that  system  was  effective. 

Warrior-Tombigbee  is  a  good  project.  Its  credibility  is  proven  by 
its  performance.  We  very  much  support  the  $16.8  million  requested 
for  the  Corps  in  the  President's  budget.  Although  this  level  is 
somewhat  below  historical  levels,  we  believe  that  it  will  be  ade- 
quate, absent  unusual  funding  or  other  unpredictable  events.  We 
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beseech  the  committee  to  consider  this  as  a  minimum,  essential 
level  and  to  protect  it  from  any  other  deterioration. 

You  may  recall  that  this  waterway  follows  the  natural  river,  and 
over  the  last  50  years.  Mother  Nature  has  changed  a  number  of 
things.  Channel  changes  and  bank  erosion  has  complicated  the 
problems  we  have  getting  through  several  old  bridge  spans,  some 
of  which  provide  only  half  the  horizontal  clearance  required  by  to- 
day's Coast  Guard  standard  for  the  equipment  that  is  needed  to 
move  the  tonnage  on  the  system. 

But  thanks  to  the  committee's  help  in  the  past,  we  are  making 
significant  progress  in  ameliorating  those  problems.  I  can't  say  we 
are  fixing  them,  but  we  are  certainly  doing  a  good  job  of  figuring 
out  how  to  live  with  them. 

To  summarize,  we  need  the  $16.8  million  proposed  in  the  pack- 
age to  support  the  day-to-day  O&M  and  to  keep  this  project  so  it 
will  not  be  further  deteriorated  by  time  passage. 

Even  though  the  Corps'  budget  process  is  still  somewhat  of  a 
mystery  to  me,  even  after  15  years  of  dealing  with  it,  I  do  meet 
with  the  Corps  regularly  in  planning  sessions  and  periodically  re- 
view the  O&M  program  with  them.  And  I  am  very  confident  that 
this  16.8  is  a  valid  figure  this  year. 

Over  the  past  decade,  the  local  Federal  investment  has  been  over 
$3  billion,  many  times  the  total  Federal  share  over  the  life  of  the 
project.  As  in  the  past,  we  believe  that  the  dollars  we  are  seeking 
here  will  prove  to  be  wise  investments  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  will  be  turned  over  many  times  by  local  agencies. 

May  I  answer  questions? 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  have  no  questions. 

Do  you  have  any  questions,  Mr.  Chairman? 

We  thank  you  very  much  for  your  fine  presentation. 

As  usual,  and  we  are  grateful  to  you  for  not  using  your  full  15 
minutes. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Nichols  follows:] 
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WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIAnON 


STATEMENT  FGR 

Subconmlttees  on  Eiiergy  &  Water  Development 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Iftiited  States  Senate 


-March  21,  1995- 


0«aS  Nichols,  Jr.  SUMMARY  OF  THE  REQUEST 

Coi  USAF  iBetl 

B,m,.gr,aa. Aiaoao,.,        jj^g  following  is  B  summary  of  the  funding  items  for  the 

wSa  Powlhlr"  "•  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  FY96  which  bear  on  the  needs 

vu.ch»,r™n,Rei.'  of  thc  Warr ior-Tombigbee  Waterway,  and  which  we  ask  the 

AmsoumBanKNA^  CoHinittee  to  approve: 


Warr ior-Tombigbee -Waterway 

Operations  &  Maintenance  Funds 
included  in  President's  Budget  Request 

Funds  for  Additional  Capability  for  O&M, 
not  included  in  Corps'  Budget  Request 

Total -O&M -  Funds . Required 


$  16,820,000 


-0- 
$  16,820,000 


Other  needs  allied  to  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  are: 
Mobile. Harbor 


Operations  &  Maintenance  Funds, 
included  in  Corps'  Budget  Request 


$  17,780,000 


We  anphasize  the  need  for  these  funds  if  we  are  to  have 
an  adequate  current  year  program,  and  to  support  on-going 
projects  designed  to  improve  safety  and  efficiency,  which 
together  will  rediice  future  costs. 

Written  statements  of  support  are  attached. 


Commerce  Center,  P.O  Box  10127,  Birmingham,  Alabama  35202,  (205)  250-7658 
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STATEMENT  FDR 
Subconmittees  on  Energy  &  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Itoited  States  Senate 


I  am  Of  fa  S.  Nichols,  Jv.,  President  of  the  VJan:ior-Tombij;bee 
Development  Association.  Our  members  repiresent  a  broad  cross-section  of 
shippers,  carriers,  and  the  general  business  community  in  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  basin  in  Alabama,  and  nearly  a  dozen  other  states.  The 
Association  began  in  1949  to  work  for  the  redevelopment  of  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  System.  Construction  of  its  original  17  locks  and 
dams  began  in  the  late  1870' s  and  was  completed  in  1915.  The  navigation 
system  provided  by  these  locks  and  dams  had  gradually  deteriorated,  and 
following  World  War  II,  the  annual  tonnage  had  levelled  off  at  2.5  million 
tons,  due  to  the  condition  and  limited  capacity  of  the  obsolete  locks. 

Following  its  authorization  in  the  Water  Resource  Development  Act  of 
1986,  the  first  new  lock  to  begin  constinjction  was  William  Bacon  Oliver  on 
the  Warrior  River.  Fifty  one  (51)  months  later,  August  1991,  it  was  the 
first  new  lock  to  open  —  some  two  years  before  any  of  the  others.  With  the 
completion  of  this  new  lock,  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Wateirway  now  has  modeim 
and  standard-sized  locks  thiroughout  its  length,  as  five  other  new  locks  had 
been  built  between  1954  and  1975.  These  six  new  locks  replaced  the  17  old, 
turn-of-the  centuiry  locks,  and  today  this  system  represents  a  most 
noteworthy  example  of  the  positive  impact  of  the  water  resouirce  development 
prog.ram .  The  most  persuasive  evidence  of  the  validity  of  this  project  and 
the  wisdom  of  those  who  made  it  possible  comes  from  the  record  compiled 
during  and  following  the  investment  in  its  re-development.  IXuring  the 
economic  studies  which  justified  these  investments,  it  was  projected  that  by 
1980,  the  Waterway  would  canry  some  8  million  tons  annually,  producing  a 
positive  benefit  to  cost  ratio.  These  levels  were  reached  in  1966,  and  by 
1980,  twice  the  projected  tonnage  was  being  moved.  Traffic  has  since 
reached  25  million  tons  annually,  a  level  thiree  (3)  times  that  which  had 
been  projected.  Cleairly  this  has  been  a  valid  investment  in  infrastiructujre. 

Subsequently,  due  in  large  part  to  the  fedeiral  investment  in  this 
waterway,  several  billion  dollars  have  been  invested  by  industiry, 
agricviltujre,  and  other  non-Federal  agencies,  providing  thousands  of  jobs. 
For  example,  the  Alabama  State  Docks,  as  a  resvilt  of  a  $300  +  million 
expansion  program,  now  offers  the  most  advanced  coal  handling  technology 
available  in  this  country,  along  with  similar  improvements  for  handling 
grain,  biilk  materials,  steel  and  forest  products.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  the  investment  by  this  one  local  agency  exceeds  the  total  Federal 
investment  in  building  all  the  locks  and  dams  on  the  entire  wateirway, 
including  the  new  Oliver  Lock.  We  are  asking  for  the  continuation  of  federal 
investments  which  have  paid  off  many  fold.  The  coal  handling  facility  is 
being  further  expanded  at  this  time,  representing  an  additional  $14  million 
investment. 
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This  Wateirway  must  continue  to  be  efficient  and  reliable  if  its  users 
are  to  remain  competitive.  Shipments  of  ore,  steel,  and  related  products 
have  increased  because  of  the  new  and  modeiTi  U.  S.  Steel  facilities,  and  a 
new  mill  at  Tuscaloosa  which  is  already  being  expanded.  The  efficiency  and 
modeiTiization  of  the  wateirway  have  been  important  factors  in  U.  S.  Steel's 
continuing  investments  to  modeimize  its  Fairfield  mill.  Fairfield  is  now 
again  one  of  the  bright  stars  in  the  USX  crown.  Recent  investments 
substantially  exceed  $1  billion.  The  new  mill  at  Tuscaloosa  suirpassed  $100 
million  in  initial  investment,  and  an  additional  $154  Million  is  now 
undein^ay.  This  mill  utilizes  the  river  southbound  for  expoirt,  as  well  as 
northbound  for  raw  materials  and  domestic  sales  of  finished  product.  Hence 
theire  is  a  favorable  impact  on  the  balance  of  payments  which  \^^.ll  be  further 
enhanced  by  the  cinrrent  expansion. 

Major  facilities  for  mining  interests,  forest  products  and  marine 
equipment  accoiont  for  well  over  another  $1.5  billion  in  recent  investment.  A 
new  underground  coal  mine  alongside  the  Warrior  River  has  began  operation, 
with  a  planned  annual  production  rate  of  some  4  million  tons.  This  will  be 
among  the  lairgest  imderground  mines  in  the  United  States.  It  is  a  woirld 
class  facility,  and  its  low  sulfui:  coal  will  move  thirough  an  adjoining  barge 
loading  facility.  There  are  new  facilities  at  the  Port,  of  Mobile,  which 
handle  more  forest  products  than  the  total  handled  by  all  othei:  Gulf  Coast 
ports.  The  efficiency  and  reliability  of  the  wateirway  are  key  factors  in  the 
develof»nent  and  competitiveness  of  these  facilities,  upon  ^^ch  thousands  of 
jobs  depend. 

These  are  but  examples  of  how  this  waterway  is  so  central  to  the 
economy  of  this  entire  area,  impacting  both  domestic  and  inteimational 
markets.  Attached  with  this  statement  aire  letters  further  highlighting  this 
importance.  These  represent  a  broad  cross-section  of  the  economic 
heartbeat  of  an  entire  region.  Thiroughout  these  statements  you  will  find 
repeated  references  to  the  importance  of  confidence  in  the  wateiT^ay  to  the 
willinjpiess  of  business  and  industiry  to  continue  to  invest  in  our  area,  and 
of  their  customers  to  depend  on  its  reliability  for  the  movement  of  their 
products.  Please  note  the  wide  range  of  interests  represented  by  these 
statements:  financial  institutions;  public  utilities;  port  facilities;  coal 
mining,  both  deep  and  surface;  manufactvurers;  suppliers;  marine  interests; 
and  even  department  stores  and  bottlers. 

We  appreciate  the  Presidents'  recommendation  that  0  &  M  funds  be 
provided  for  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Watei.-way.   Given  the  emphasis  on  reduced 
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fedeiral  programs,  the  $16.8  million  ireconriended  is  a  realistic  even  though  a 
minimum  fi}^-e,  one  which  we  believe  will  support  the  absolutely  essential 
day  to  day  activities  of  the  0  &  M  program,  and  with  good  management,  allow 
for  the  continuation  of  several  on  going  projects  which  are  neai:  the  point 
of  culmination,  following  several  years  of  investigation,  desijjn  and  now 
beginning  the  actual  work.  These  projects  address  long  standing  problems 
and  have  requiired  extensive  research  and  coordination,  and  reflect  excellent 
team  work  by  the  Corps  and  industiry.  But  for  the  support  of  this  committee, 
these  projects  would  not  be  nearing  reality.  I  wish  to  emphasize  that  this 
level  of  funding  is  the  minimum  essential  level.  Records  will  show  that  it 
is  sij^nificantly  below  funding  levels  in  the  recent  past,  and  we  beseech  the 
Comnittee  to  provide  at  least  this  level  of  funding.  And  I  respectfully 
remind  the  Committee  of  the  excellent  results  flowing  from  the  prior 
investment  of  federal  funds  in  this  piroject.  Oui:  commitment  is  that  we  will 
do  ouj:  part  to  see  that  your  confidence  and  support  continue  to  be 
justified. 

Mir.  Chaiinnan,  this  is  my  15th  year  to  appear  before  this  committee.  It 
has  become  a  laboi:  of  love.  Industiry  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the 
Mobile  District  have  developed  a  true  partnership,  and  enjoy  the  finest  of 
professional  and  mutually  supportive  relationships.  From  this  have  come  both 
shoirt  and  long  range  programs  which  have  provided  a  basis  for  orderly 
progress  toward  keeping  the  Watei:vay  efficient  and  reliable.  While  we  don't 
have  the  ultimate  fix  on  some  of  oui:  problems,  we  have  developed  methods  of 
dealing  with  them.  The  funding  requirements  to  which  I  have  referred  stem 
from  steps  we  need  to  continue  now  \mder  these  programs.  I  respectfiiLly 
repeat  that  the  performance  of  this  waterway  in  successfully  handling  a 
level  of  tonnage  some  thiree  (3)  times  the  projections  made  during  its 
desijpi,  attest  to  the  success  of  ovu"  appiroach.  I  hasten  to  add  that  none  of 
our  work  could  have  come  to  fruition  without  the  staunch  support  of  this 
committee  and  its  leadership.  We  are  committed  to  always  doing  our  hcxnework 
and  putting  a  credible  program  before  you,  so  that  you  may  confidently 
continue  to  support  this  important  transpoirtation  arteiry. 

What  I  have  described  up  to  this  point  represent  accomplishments  made 
through  diligent  effort  by  people  of  capability  and  good  intent,  wojrking 
together  within  the  framework  of  the  Congressionally  led  Civil  Works  Program 
as  it  has  evolved  over  the  past  years.  It  works,  it  produces  positive 
results.  While  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  is  truly  a  imique  text  book 
example  of  its  success,  there  are  others. 

But  now  I  must  point  to  another  program,  which  if  not  addressed  by  the 
Con}>ress,  threatens  to  tmdo  them  all.  I  am  referring  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  and  specifically  to  the  manner  in  which  it  is  has  been  used  in 
the  case  of  the  Alabama  Stuirgeon.  While  the  eminent  thireat  is  in  temporary 
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remission,  I  invite  any  open-minded  person  or  group  to  examine  this  case,  to 
determine  what  the  law  calls  upon  the  governmental  agencies  to  do,  and  what 
options  and  piroceduires  it  establishes  for  those  who  would  challenge  these 
agencies.  I  would  ask  that  attention  be  paid  to  the  presence  or  absence  of 
integrity  and/or  deviousness  in  the  behavior  of  the  governmental  agencies; 
to  the  merit  and  adequacy  of  the  agencies,  pwsitions;  and  to  the  presence  or 
absence  of  faiimess  and  due  process  in  the  procedural  aspects  of  the  Act.  It 
is  crystal  cleai:  that  we  will  never  have  faiimess  and  due  process  until  the 
Act  is  amended.  Citizens  are  being  deprived  of  the  use  of  their  piroperty,  be 
it  land,  facilities,  equipment,  etc.  without  compensation  or  consideration. 
Ue   are  rendered  powerless;  there  is  no  couirt  foi:  oui:  case. 

Now  to  summarize  and  close  our  testimony,  we  believe  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  is  a  classic  example  of  the  positive  aspects  of 
the  Civil  Works  Program.  The  Congress  has  seen  its  potential  and  has 
supported  its  development.  And  now  the  project  continues  to  demonstrate  its 
worth,  having  tripled  the  projected  annual  tonnage  and  benefits.  Investment 
and  expansion  continue  locally. 

During  the  severe  draught  in  1988,  this  watenray  operated  noinnally,  and 
with  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  connection  provided  an  alteimate  route  foi: 
cargo  unable  to  move  otheirwise.  Annual  tonnage  rates  more  than  doubled 
duiring  this  period.  There  aire  large,  national  carriers  now  operating 
re^jularly  on  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  and  Tennessee-Tombigbee  as  a  resiilt  of 
their  1988  experience. 

We  endorse  and  seek  the  approval  of  the  requested  funds.  We  appreciate 
the  consideration  the  Chairman  and  members  of  this  Subcommittee  and  its 
staff  have  shown  us  over  the  years.  We  emphasize  that  the  funds  which  we 
seek  are  for  investment,  not  expense.  This  is  seed  money,  spawning, 
reinvestment  many  times  over. 

We  are  attaching  additional  written  statements  of  support,  alon^?  with  a 
witness  list,  representing  a  cross-section  of  business,  industi^r,  and  the 
public. 

Thank  you.  We  again  emphasize  that  but  for  your  wisdom,  leadership 
and  support  none  of  these  positive  things  would  have  been  possible. 

We  stand  ready  to  answer  questions. 


AQyC^ - 

mCWLS,   JR. 
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March  21,  1995  Page  5 

Statement  for  Subcoimittees  on  Energy  &  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
United  States  Senate 


SUMMARY  OF  THE  REQUEST 
Warrior-Tombigbee -Waterway 


Operations  &  Maintenance  Funds  $  16,820.000 

included  in  President's  Budget  Request 


Total  - O&M -  Funds  - Required  $  16,820,000 

Other  needs  allied  to  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  are: 
Mobile -Harbor 


Operations  &  Maintenance  Funds, 

included  in  President's  Bxidget  Request      $  17,780,000 


FY96  Funding 
March  1995 
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WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE  DEVELOPMEMT  ASSOCIATION 

WASHINGTON  APPROPRIATIMIS  HEARINGS 

Last  of  Statements  -  1995 


Alabama  Electric  Cooperative 
Alabama  Power  Company- 
Alabama  State  Docks  Department 
Buffalo  Rock  Company 
Dixie  Carriers 
Dinjnmond  Coal  Company 
First  Alabama  Bank 
Gulf  Power  Company 
Hunt  Refininj5  Company 
International  Paper 
James  River  Coirporation 
Midland  Enterprises,  Inc. 
Mobile  Airea  Chamber  of  Comnerce 
Navios  Ship  Agencies,  Inc. 
Parker  Towing  Company 
Scott  Paper  Company 
Souther-n  Company  Seirvices,  Inc. 
State  of  Alabama 
Tenn-Tom  Towing  Ccmpany 
Thc«npson  Tractor  Company 
United  States  Steel  Corporation 
Volkert  &  Associates,  Inc. 
Jim  Walter  Resouirces,  Inc. 
Warrior  &  Gulf  Navigation  Canpany 


Andalusia,  Alabama 
Biinningham,  Alabama 
Mobile,  Alabama 
Biirmingham,  Alabama 
Houston,  Texas 
Jasper,  Alabama 
Mobile,  Alabama 
Pensacola,  Florida 
Tuscaloosa,  Alabama 
Monroeville,  Alabama 
Pennington,  Alabama 
Cincinnati,  Ohio 
Mobile ,  Alabama 
Mobile,  Alabama 
Tuscaloosa,  Alabama 
Mount  Veirnon,  Alabama 
Birmingham,  Alabama 
Montgomer-y,  Alabama 
Mobile,  Alabama 
Birmingham,  Alabama 
Fairfield,  Alabama 
Mobile,  Alabama 
Brookwood,  Alabama 
Chickasaw,  Alabama 


FY96 
March,  1995 
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Post  Office  Box  550 
Andalusia.  Alabama  36420 
Ptxjne:  (334)  222-2571 
Fax:  (334)  222-3860 


James  A.  Vann.  Jr. 

President  and 

Chief  Executive  Officer 


A^ 


March  2,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Meyers 

Chairman 

House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 

RE:       FY96  Corps  of  Engineers  Funding  for  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  and  Port  of  Mobile 

Dear  Mr  Chairman: 

Acting  on  behalf  of  Alabama  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc  (AEC)  and  its  member  systems,  I  would 
like  to  request  your  continued  support  of  the  FY96  Corps  of  Engineers'  funding  for  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  and  the  Port  of  Mobile 

Coal  is  transported  to  our  Lowman  Plant  via  barge,  which  is  the  most  economical  means  to  ship 
coal  to  the  plant.  Holding  our  fliel  transportation  cost  down  is  one  way  of  ensuring  that  our  rates 
remain  as  low  as  possible,  enabling  us  to  provide  our  member  systems  with  low  cost  electricity.  I 
have  enclosed  a  detailed  statement  which  further  explains  AEC's  position  in  this  matter.  I 
sincerely  request  that  adequate  funding  be  appropriated  for  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  and 
the  Port  of  Mobile. 

Please  give  your  support  to  see  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget  request  is  approved.  Thank 
you  for  your  continued  support  in  this  matter  and  other  matters  related  to  the  rural  electric 
program. 

Sincerely, 

^  James  A.  Vann,  Jr. 
President  and  Chief 
Executive  Officer 

BWTjrbay 

Enclosure 

cc:        Col.  Offii  Nichols,  Jr.  w/enclosure 


THE  SOUTHS  MOST  EXPBIBCED  POMER  SUPPLY  COOPEMnVE 
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Alabama  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc. 

Statement  Of  Support 

FY96  Corps  Of  Engineers  Funding 

Warrior-Tom  big  bee  Waterway  &  Port  Of  Mobile 


Alabama  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.  (AEC),  a  wholesale  electric  power  supplier  for 
central  and  south  Alabama  and  the  Florida  panhandle,  who  through  its  21  member- 
owners  provides  electricity  for  over  282,000  consumers,  supports  the  testimony  of  Col. 
Offa  S.  Nichols,  Jr.,  president  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association, 
before  this  subcommittee. 

Our  primary  generating  plant  is  located  on  the  Tombigbee  River  in  southwest 
Alabama,  and  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  (BWT)  and  the  Port  of  Mobile 
are  vital  components  in  our  ability  to  transport  coal  to  it  economically  and  efficiently. 
Furthermore,  our  ability  to  provide  electricity  to  our  consumer  base  is  closely  linked  to 
the  availability  of  an  efficient  mode  of  transportation  for  coal  used  by  our  generating 
plants. 

Any  savings  accrued  in  the  generation,  transmission  and  distribution  of  electric 
energy  is  significant  to  AEC  and  its  member  owners.  Because  we  serve  many  sparsely 
populated  areas,  costs  associated  with  electric  energy  is  greater  than  in  the  more 
heavily  populated  urban  areas.  Fuel  and  transportation  expenditures  account  for  about 
31  cents  of  every  dollar  we  spend,  so  economical  transportation  costs  available  through 
utilization  of  the  BWT  for  our  plants  is  even  more  vital  to  AEC's  economic  and  financial 
stability. 

The  Charles  R.  Lowman  Plant,  our  largest  and  most  efficient  fossil-fired 
generating  plant,  is  located  at  mile-point  89  on  the  Tombigbee  River.  The  first  unit  of 
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this  plant  has  been  in  operation  since  1969.  Two  other  units  were  subsequently  added 
in  the  late  1970s.  The  primary  reason  for  location  of  the  plant  at  this  site  is  the  relatively 
low-cost  alternative  transportation  afforded  by  the  waterway.  AEC  annually  transports 
about  one  million  tons  of  coal  to  the  Lowman  Plant  via  the  BWT. 

AEC  also  operates  another  generating  facility,  a  compressed  air  energy  storage 
(CAES)  plant  in  Mcintosh,  Ala.,  which  impacts  the  amount  of  coal  required  at  the 
Lowman  Plant.  This  makes  the  BWT  even  more  critical  to  the  success  of  AEC 
operations. 

In  addition  to  these  existing  facilities,  AEC  also  has  a  site  on  the  BWT  as  a 
possible  location  for  a  future  baseload  generating  plant.  This  site  was  chosen  because 
of  its  accessibility  to  efficient  and  reliable  transportation  via  the  BWT. 

Any  degradation  of  efficiencies  of  the  BWT  would  force  AEC  to  use  a  more 
expensive  method  of  fuel  transportation,  now  and  in  the  future,  and  would  result  in  an 
increase  in  the  cost  of  service  to  our  member  owners  who  are  already  paying  higher 
rates  than  their  urban  counterparts. 

AEC  obviously  has  a  vested  interest  in  the  BWT  and  the  Port  of  Mobile  since 
they  are  so  critical  to  the  success  of  our  company.  But.  there  are  other  considerations 
that  we  feel  are  important  beyond  the  scope  of  our  own  operations. 

These  transportation  facilities  help  Alabama  and  the  southeastern  states  reach 
world  markets  with  regionally-produced  goods.  An  efficient  mode  of  transportation  for 
moving  bulk  commodities  is  the  major  need  in  successfully  functioning  in  today's  global 
economy.  With  the  BWT  we  have  this  capability. 

The  Port  of  Mobile  is  contributing  to  an  overall  effort  to  reduce  trade  deficits  with 
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foreign  countries  by  providing  exporters  with  a  means  of  affecting  the  balance  of  trade. 

To  conclude,  AEC  has  been  serving  central  and  south  Alabama  and  the  Florida 
panhandle  for  over  half  a  century.  The  electricity  generated  in  its  plants  and  distributed 
by  its  member-ow/ners  to  consumers,  business  and  industry  is  a  major  factor  in  the 
future  development  of  South  Alabama  and  Northwest  Florida. 

AEC  and  its  member-owners  fully  support  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  1996  budget 
request  for  $16.8  million  in  operation  and  maintenance  funds  for  the  BWT.  AEC  also 
supports  appropriation  of  adequate  funds  for  operation  and  maintenance  for  Mobile 
Harbor. 

However,  we  feel  the  $16.8  million  is  an  absolute  minimum  to  keep  the  system 
reliable  and  efficient  and  one  which  we  hope  will  not  be  adversely  affected  by 
budgetary  reductions,  now  or  in  the  future. 

This  level  of  funding  should  help  assure  the  BWT  and  Port  of  Mobile  can 
continue  to  function  for  the  benefit  of  not  only  AEC  but  the  entire  region  as  well. 

-30- 
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Southern  Company  Services. 
Post  Office  Box  2625 
Birmingham,  Alabama  35202 
Telephone  205  877-7704 


Bill  M.  Guthrie 

Senior  Executive  Vice  President  and 

Chief  Production  Officer  the  southern  electric  system 


February  24,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

The  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  is  vital  to  the  economic  health  of  Alabama    The 
state's  water  transportation  system  must  be  efficient  and  well-maintained  for  the  basic 
industries,  such  as  mining  and  heavy  metals,  to  provide  a  sound  economic  base  for  the 
state  and  for  Alabama  to  enjoy  economic  growth. 

Alabama  Power  Company's  continued  interest  in  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway 
is  two-fold.  First,  our  business  is  dependent  on  the  general  economic  health  of  the  state, 
and,  second,  we  are  a  primary  user  of  the  waterway.  For  three  decades,  we  have  used 
economical  water  transportation  to  deliver  coal  to  two  of  our  major  electric  generating 
plants. 

Four  of  Alabama  Power  Company's  seven  fossil-fiieled,  electric  generating  plants 
are  located  on  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  system.  Coal  from  the  Warrior  coal 
field  is  delivered  to  locations  near  the  coal  field  and  loaded  into  barges  for  shipment  to 
two  generating  plants  in  the  southern  and  central  parts  of  Alabama.  The  1,5 25 -mega watt 
Plant  Barry  in  Mobile  County,  which  began  operation  in  1954,  is  supplied  primarily  by  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway,  as  is  the  500-megawatt  Plant  Greene  County  near 
Demopolis. 

Adequate  fiinds  for  operation  and  maintenance  must  be  made  available  to  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  continue  efficient  operation  of  the  waterway  and  to  avoid  expensive  and 
unnecessary  interruptions  to  river  traffic.  Therefore,  we  support  appropriation  of  $16.8 
million  in  O  &  M  fiands  for  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  plus  adequate  fiinds  for  Mobile 
Harbor  during  fiscal  year  1996. 

Alabama  Power  Company  received  5.3  million  tons  of  coal  in  1994  which  were 
transported  on  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway.  This  represented  over  29  percent  of 
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the  17.6  million  tons  used  in  generating  units  operated  by  Alabama  Power  Company. 
Failure  to  properly  maintain  the  waterway  can  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  the  cost 
of  providing  electric  service  to  Alabama  Power  Company's  approximately  1.2  million 
customers. 

Alabama  Power  Company  supports  the  collective  efforts  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee 
Development  Association,  of  which  it  is  a  member,  to  obtain  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
an  adequate  operations  and  maintenance  budget  which  will  insure  the  long-term  efficient 
and  economical  viability  of  the  waterway. 


BMG:pp 


'  0  BOX  10O4«  1352021      1 1 1  OXMOOR  ROAD  135209) 

BIRMINGHAM.  ALABAMA 

1205)942-3435        FAX  1205)  942  2601 


February  17,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
0.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.  C.   20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

We  employ  approximately  2,000  people  in  a  3-state 
operation,  with  our  headquarters  in  Birmingham.  We 
fully  recognize  the  extreme  importance  of  the  Corp  of 
Engineers  receiving  proper  appropriations  to  maintain 
the  viability  of  the  Tombigbee  Waterway.  There  is  no 
question  that  this  waterway  and  the  Port  of  Mobile  does 
much  to  keep  transportation  costs  at  an  affordeible 
level. 


We  feel  that  the  proposed  budget  figure  of 
$16. 8-million  is  realistic  and  is  an  expenditure  that 
will  do  much  to  expand  the  industrial  growth  in  our 
area,  which  is  accelerating  at  this  time. 

A  strong  port  in  Mobile,  plus  the  Tombigbee  Waterway, 
is  a  great  asset  for  the  entire  South  East  and  Mid-West 
area  and  will  even  become  more  so  in  the  years  ahead. 
Please  continue  to  give  us  your  assistance  and  help. 


ee,  Ji.g 


ND6«-iii>  nmn- 


^ 
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1775  SI  James  Place.  Suite  300 
PO  Box  1537.  Hooaon.  Texas  772S1-1S37 
Dixie  CSUTierS,lnC  713/622-5502        Facsimile:  713/964-2280 


February  17,  1995 


The  Honorable  Johm  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U  S  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC    20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers 

This  letter  is  sent  to  you  on  behalf  of  Dixie  Carriers,  Inc.  We  are  a  major  diversified  water 
carrier  that  provides  service  to  the  public  through  the  transportation  of  all  types  of  bulk  liquid 
and  dry  cargoes  Our  area  of  operations  is  the  inland  waterway  system  of  the  United  States 
and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  We  have  operated  on  the  Warrior  Tombigbee  system  for  many  years 
Dixie  is  one  of  the  largest  users  of  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  since  its  inception 

We  join  with  President  Offa  Nichols  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association  in 
urgingyour  support  of  the  U  S  Corps  of  Engineer's  budget  request  of  $16  8  million  We  feel 
the  additional  funds  are  necessary  to  keep  the  system  reliable  and  efficient  We  also  support 
the  Corp's  budget  request  for  appropriation  of  adequate  additional  O  &  M  funds  required  for 
the  Mobile  Harbor 

I  am  aware  that  you  face  many  difficult  fiscal  decisions  Please  remember  that  in  1988  this 
country  experienced  one  of  the  worst  droughts  in  history  The  Mississippi  River  reached  its 
lowest  level  in  recorded  history  Barging  came  to  a  virtual  standstill  During  that  critical  time, 
Dixie  Carriers  was  able  to  shift  its  tows  that  normally  operate  down  the  Mississippi  River  to  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  system,  thus  preventing  many  of  our  customers  fi-om  running  out  of 
products  and  closing  down  their  plants  In  the  course  of  that  one  summer  alone,  it  was 
calculated  the  economical  savings  paid  for  the  entire  Warrior-Tombigbee  project.  This  country 
can  ill  afford  for  this  waterway  to  deteriorate 

We  appreciate  your  consideration  of  these  budget  requests  that  are  of  such  vital  importance  to 
our  company  and  industry 

Very  truly  yours. 


S){^t/i4Ai^ .  li/^^Cc^-~~..^___ 


Dennis  A  Kirkonis 

Vice  President  &  General  Manager,  Dixie  Carriers  -  Linehaul 
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530  Beacon  Parkway.  West 

Suite  200 

Birmingham.  Alabama  35209-3196 


Dnummono 

conL 

sniESjnc. 


February  13,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC   20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

The  Drummond  Company,  Inc.,  as  the  largest  coal  producer  in  Alabama,  has  a  vital  interest  in 
the  continued  availability  and  use  of  the  navigable  waterways  in  Alabama.  Our  company's 
growth  (and  that  of  many  others)  and  the  economic  viability  of  the  Southeast  has  been  positively 
impacted  by  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  System  and  the  Port  of  Mobile.   This  must  continue. 

The  company's  new  4  million  ton/year  Shoal  Creek  Mine,  now  operational,  has  its  principal 
shipping  ouUet  at  Mile  Post  372  on  the  Black  Warrior  River.  The  success  of  this  project  (one 
of  the  newest  and  largest  underground  mines  in  the  U.S.);  our  other  existing  mines  and  barge 
loading  facilities  now  so  heavily  dependent  on  water  transportation  to  be  competitive;  and  the 
numerous  associated  jobs  for  Alabamians  would  be  jeopardized  absent  the  availability  of  an 
efficient  and  well  maintained  waterway  system. 

As  you  consider  the  funding  needs  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  we  strongly  urge  appropriation 
of  at  least  $16.8  million  for  FY96  for  the  day  to  day  Operation  and  Maintenance  of  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  system  and  to  continue  the  needed  improvements  in  the  approaches  to  the  bridges 
and  Jackson  and  Naheola.   We  also  support  adequate  O&M  funding  for  Mobile  Harbor. 

Sincerely, 
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First  Alabama  Bank 
Mobile 

Post  Office  Box  2527 
Mobile,  AL  36622-0001 


Sheldon  L.  Morgan 

Senior  Vice  President 


Rrst 
Alabama 

^ank 


February  15,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

The  Port  of  Mobile  and  the  inland  waterways  serving  it  are  major 
factors  in  the  economy  of  Alabama  and  the  U.S.  Gulf  Coast.  The  Black 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  is  a  vital  factor  in  this  respect.  It  serves 
the  manufacturing,  mining  and  the  agricultural  areas  and  industrial 
production  facilities  in  western  Alabama.  The  waterway  has  served  as  an 
economic  stimialant  for  one  hundred  years,  having  been  periodically  improved 
and  today  it  is  a  modern  system  with  the  recent  caipletion  of  the  Oliver 
Lock  cind  Dam. 

Many  basic  materials  move  on  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  system,  and 
most  of  tJne  coal  that  is  exported  from  Mobile  is  shipped  down  this 
waterway.  Therefore,  it  is  inportant  for  adequate  operations  and 
maintenance  that  the  amount  needed  as  requested  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
for  Operations  &  Maintensuice  of  $16.8  million  be  appropriated  for  FY96. 
For  FY95  the  conpeirable  figure  was  $19  million.  This  level  of  funding  is 
necessary  to  support  the  day-to-day  0  &  M  program,  and  to  continue  on-going 
channel  itiprovanent  projects  in  the  approaches  to  the  bridges  at  Jackson 
and  Naheola,  both  on  the  Toirbigbee  River. 

We  urge  your  support  of  an  appropriation  of  $16.8  million  in  O  &  M 
funds  for  the  Black  Warrior-Tonnbigbee  for  FY95.  We  also  request  support  of 
the  appropriation  of  adequate  0  &  M  funds  for  Mobile  Harbor. 

We  feel  this  is  a  valid  investment  by  the  Federal  Government,  and  will 
continue  to  be  matched  many  times  over  by  local  investment. 


Si/cerely, 


Sheldon  L.  Morgan 
SLM/ad 
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Gult  Power  Company 
500  Bayfronl  Parkway 
Posl  Office  Box  1151 
Pensacola  FL    32520-1151 
Telephone  904  444-6383 


Eari  B.  Parsons,  Jr. 

Vice  President  -  Power  Generation 
and  Transmission 


the  southern  oleanc  ; 


February  28.  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers.  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington.  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Representative  Myers: 

Gulf  Power  Company  is  an  investor-owned  electric  utility  and  a  subsidiary 
of  The  Southern  Company;  we  serve  322.300  customers  in  Northwest  Florida.  Our 
Company  utilizes  coal  for  over  99  percent  of  its  total  generation  requirements  and 
consumes  over  3,000.000  tons  per  year.  Over  90  percent  of  our  coal  deliveries  are 
dependent  upon  waterway  transportation. 

In  the  past.  Gulf  Power  has  moved  millions  of  tons  of  coal  on  both  the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee  and  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterways  or  through  the 
Port  of  Mobile.  Recently,  we  have  resumed  importing  a  portion  of  our  requirements 
through  the  Port  of  Mobile.  This  is  expected  to  be  an  important  option  for  us  as  we 
require  lower  sulfur  coal  in  the  future.  Also,  the  flexibility  of  purchasing  coal  shipped  on 
the  Warrior-Tombigbee  remains  a  major  factor  in  our  coal  procurement  program.  Gulf 
Power  depends  on  using  these  waterways,  therefore,  we  totally  support  the  need  for 
adequate  funding  to  properly  maintain  and  improve  operations. 

In  order  to  provide  reliable  electric  service  at  the  most  economical  cost  to 
our  customers,  Gulf  must  continue  to  receive  waterborne  coal  shipments.  In  addrtion  to 
ensuring  that  adequate  fuel  supplies  can  be  transported  to  our  generating  plants,  the 
availability  of  waterway  systems  significantly  contributes  to  future  industrial  grovAh  in 
our  service  area. 

We  are  in  full  support  of  the  efforts  of  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee 
Devekapment  Associatk^n  and  ask  that  you  give  your  full  conskleration  to  the  testimony 
of  the  Association's  PreskJent  concerning  the  need  for  maintenance  funding  for  the 


'Our  business  is  customer  satisfaction" 
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Representative  John  Myers 
February  28.  1995 
Page  2 


waterway  system.  We  urge  you  to  approve  the  Corps'  operating  and  maintenance 
budget  request  for  $16.8  million  to  maintain  the  Black  Warrior-Tom bigbee  Waterway  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  for  adequate  funding  for  maintaining  the  Mobile  Harbor. 

We  feel  that  it  is  not  only  in  Gulf  Power's  interest  to  support  the 
maintenance  and  improvement  of  these  waterways,  but  also  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
customers  of  our  service  area  and  the  nation.  The  capability  to  transport  coal  and  other 
commodities  via  the  Black  Warrior-Tom  big  bee  Waterway  and  the  Port  of  Mobile  is  vital 
to  the  economy  of  our  region. 


MLG/dr 
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HUNT  REFINING  COMPANY 
PO.  Box  211  Highway  14 

Gilbertown.  Alabama  36908  Melvm,  Alabama  36913 

(205)771-6953  February  24,  1995 

FAX  (205)  771  3127  reuiuoiy  ^t , 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.   20510 


Dear  Representative  Myers: 

As  a  concerned  user  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway,  we  would  like  to 
state  our  support  for  the  Waterway  and  for  the  testimony  to  be 
given  by  the  President  of  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association, 
Offa  S.  Nichols,  Jr.   We  would  also  like  to  state  that  we  join  in  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association's  collective  effort  to 
improve  the  efficiency  and  reliability  of  the  Waterway. 

Hunt  Refining  Company  is  a  38,000  barrel  per  day  crude  oil  refinery 
located  in  Tuscaloosa,  Alabama  at  mile  marker  337  on  the  Black-Warrior 
River  which  employs  approximately  265  employees  from  the  State  of 
Aleibama.   Our  refinery  produces  such  products  as  all  grades  of  gasoline 
several  types  of  asphalt,  fuel  oils  and  coke.   We  receive  approximately 
40,475  long  tons  of  crude  oil  by  barge  each  month.   We  also  receive 
approximately  158  long  tons  of   asphalt  and  98  long  tons  of 
mineral  spirits  by  barge  each  month.   We,  in  turn,  barge  out 
approximately  23,936  long  tons  of  crackerfeed  and  5,855  long  tons 
of  asphalt  each  month.   We  also  receive  approximately  3,508  long 
tons  of   asphalt  at  our  Decatur  terminal  located  at  mile  marker 
305  on  the  Tennessee  River.   We  also  receive  approximately  1,892  long 
tons  of  asphalt  at  our  terminal  in  Holt.   We  also  receive  approximately 
5,748  barrels  of  Vacuum  Tower  Bottoms  each  month.   The  above  tonnage 
represents  millions  of  dollars  of  revenue. 

Our  crucial  reason  for  needing  the  Waterway  is  that  we  make  a  product 
called  "crackerfeed",  named  bo  because  it  is  used  in  catalytic  crackers. 
The  only  way  we  have  of  delivering  this  product  is  by  the  waterways. 
Fortunately,  the  refineries  that  we  ship  to  are  all  over  the 
intercoastal  waterway. 

Hunt  Refining  has  encountered  various  limitations  while  using  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  System.   Among  the  limitations  are  draft 
limitations,  lock  delays  and  bridge  delays.   All  of  these  limitations 
increase  our  transportation  costs  of  crude  and  product. 

If  the  Waterway  experiences  any  further  degrading,  it  would  cause  Hunt 
Refining  Company  to  experience  a  substantial  increase  in  transportation 
costs.   In  addition,  it  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  future 
employment . 
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We  also  receive  crude  oil  from  international  freighters.   This  oil  is 
first  offloaded  in  Mobile  into  storage  tanks  at  Alabama  Bulk  Terminal 
and  Amerada  Hess.   A  portion  of  the  crude  oil  is  then  barged  to  our 
refinery. 

In  regard  to  the  Port  of  Mobile,  we  would  like  to  emphasize  the  draft 
limitations  there  and  hope  we  can  continue  to  have  funding  to  allow 
us  to  offload  our  international  freighters  and  move  them  in  and  out 
of  Mobile  in  an  economical  and  safe  manner. 

We  would  like  to  indicate  that  we  support  full  funding  of  the  Corps' 
budget  request  for  $16. B  million  in  Operations  and  Maintenance  funds 
for  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  for  FY96.   This  level  of  funding 
is  necessary  to  support  the  day-to-day  O  &  M  program,  and  to 
continue  on-going  channel  improvement  projects  in  the  approaches 
to  the  bridges  at  Jackson  and  Naheola,  both  on  the  Tombigbee 
River.   We  also  support  the  appropriation  of  adequate  Operations  and 
Maintenance  funds  for  Mobile  Harbor. 


Thank  you.   We  are. 
Very  truly  yours, 
HUNT  REPINING  COMPANY 


G.  A.  Gilbert 

Manager  of  Transportation 
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PO  BOX  400 
MONROEVILLEAL  36461 
PHONE  205  575  3276 
FAX  205  575  2616 


INTERNATIONALC/W  PAPER 

February  20,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.  C.   20515 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 


International  Paper  has  for  over  forty  years  relied  on  the  southern 
waterway  systems  to  access  and  transport  raw  materials  from  inland 
areas  to  our  facilities  along  the  Gulf  Coast. 


We  have  increased  our  presence  into  a  number  of  small,  rural 
communities  providing  direct  and  indirect  employment  opportvinities, 
additional  markets  to  landowners  and  vendors,  and  have  made 
significant  contributions  to  the  local  economies  in  rural  Alabama, 
Mississippi  and  Tennessee. 


The  Warrior-Tombigbee  project  is  a  vital  artery  to  our  business, 
and  International  Paper  supports  the  efforts  of  the  associations 
and  agencies  dedicated  to  maintaining  and  enhancing  this  critical 
transportation  corridor. 


International  Paper  delivers  or  receives  nearly  3/4  million  tons 
of  wood  products  annually  via  the  waterway  system.  My  company  owns 
and  operates  boats  and  barges,  and  contracts  with  independent 
operators  for  services  as  needed.  We  invest  nearly  $25  million 
annually  in  products  and  services  connected  with  our  marine 
operations. 


The  budget  appropriation  for  Operation  and  Maintenance  (O&M)  on  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  project  is  $16.8  million  for  FY96.  We  support 
the  appropriation  of  these  O&M  funds.  In  addition,  we  support  the 
appropriation  of  adequate  O&M  funding  for  the  Mobile,  Alabama 
harbor . 
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Page  «2  -  February  20,  1995 


The  Mobile  District  Corps  of  Engineers  has  a  remarkable  record  of 
working  with  the  users  and  beneficiaries  of  our  water 
transportation  corridors.  I  applaud  their  conunitment  to  improving 
the  efficiency  and  reliability  of  the  waterway. 


Mr.  Of  fa  S.  Nichols,  Jr.  ,  as  President  of  the  Warrior-Torobigbee 
Development  Association,  will  provide  more  detailed  testimony 
before  your  committee  in  March.  We  believe  that  his  report  will 
provide  information  corroborating  the  request  for  adequate  O&M 
appropriations,  and  we  support  his  testimony. 


tenneth  R.  Staiey 
Manager-Three  tlivers  L&FS 


KRSOia/lp 


179 


Q 


JAMES  RIVER  CORPORATION 

CONSUMER  PRODUCTS  BUSINESS 


MORRIS  SEYMOUR 
DirectOf  Ftore  Supply 
Soulhem  Operalons 
(205)4591293 

March  3,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC   20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

Re:       FY96  Funding  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the 

Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  and  the  Port  of  Mobile 

James  River  Corporation  is  a  major  user  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  river  system.    We 
transport  wood  products  to  our  mill  located  on  the  river  in  Choctaw  County,  Alabama. 
Barge  transport  is  the  most  efficient  and  economical  means  of  getting  materials  to  our  mill 
and  is  very  important  to  our  being  competitive  in  today's  market. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Corps  have  adequate  funding  to  properly  maintain  the  river  system 
and  we  add  our  support  of  the  testimony  of  Colonel  Offa  Nichols  on  behalf  of  the  $16.8  MM 
request  by  the  Corp  for  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  waterway. 

Sincerely, 

Morris  B.  /Saymour 
MBSivg 


180 


99  Midland 


Midland  Enterprises  Inc 
1400-580  Building 
Post  Office  Box  1460 
Cincinnati.  Otiio  45201 
(513)  721-4000 


February  21,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriates 

for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.    20515 

Dear  Representative  Myers: 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  support  for  the  continued  maintenance  and  improvement 
of  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  System. 

Midland  Enterprises  Inc.  is  one  of  the  nation's  largest  barge  lines  and  is  a  major  user 
of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  System.  Last  year  we  transported  in  excess  of  2,000,000 
tons  of  commodities  on  this  waterway,  which  is  significant  to  the  economy  of  the 
states  in  that  vicinity,  from  the  points  of  view  of  both  producers  and  consumers. 
Barging  is  a  very  low  cost  method  of  transportation,  which  translates  into  savings  for 
the  consumer,  such  as  lower  rates  for  electricity. 

Another  important  aspect  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  System  is  that  it  provides  the 
only  alternative  to  the  Mississippi  River  to  move  product  to  the  Gulf  Coast.  This  was 
extremely  important  during  the  drought  year  of  1988,  when  the  lower  portion  of  the 
Ohio  River  was  closed  for  an  extended  period  and  the  lower  Mississippi  River  was 
severely  restricted  for  approximately  five  months.  The  availability  of  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  System  allowed  us  to  continue  to  serve  utility  and  industrial  customers 
and  kept  those  customers  from  having  to  shut  down  operations  because  they  could 
not  receive  raw  material. 

Midland  Enterprises  Inc.  fully  supports  and  recommends  appropriation  of  $  1 6.8  million 
for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  System  for  FY96.  All 
of  these  funds  are  necessary  to  assure  that  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  System  remains 
an  important  part  of  the  Inland  Waterway  System. 


Fred  C.  Raskin 
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CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 


Small  Business  Development 


March  6,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Meyers: 

This  statement  is  presented  on  behalf  of  the  2400  business  members  of  the  Mobile  Area  Chamber 
of  Commerce  in  support  of  the  FY  1996  operations  and  maintenance  budget  request  for  new 
funding  for  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association. 

Our  support  for  the  request  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association  is  predicated  on 
the  fact  that  the  cargo  moving  on  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  supports  the  Port  of  Mobile 
and  many  area  businesses.  Only  through  our  efficient  transportation  system  and  reliable 
waterways  can  these  benefits  to  local  businesses  continue  to  be  realized.  The  $16,800,000 
request  has  been  carefully  reviewed  and  is  a  minimum  figure  to  meet  anticipated  expenses  and 
problems.   We,  therefore,  request  that  you  approve  these  requests. 

Sincerely  yours. 


^-^c^^A^m^ 


Dean  Kelly,  Chaiij^an 
Port  &  Waterways  Task  Force  of  the 
Mobile  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 
(Atlantic  Marine) 

sic 

pc:   The  Honorable  H.L.  "Sonny"  Callahan 


Post  Office  Box  2187  •  Mobile,  Alabama  36652-2187  •  334/433-6951   •  FAX  334/431-8608 
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PHONE   (205)433-1536 
CABLE:  NAVAGENT 
MOBILE 


Navios 
Ship 
Agencies  Inc. 


261  N    JOACHIM  STREET 

PO    BOX  1167 

MOBILE.  ALABAMA  36633 


February  24,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC     20515 

RE:  The  Wamor-Tombigbee 

Dear  Representative  Myers: 

We  request  that  you  support  the  U.  S.  Araiy  Corps  of  Engineers'  Operations  and  Maintenance  budget 
of  $16.8  million  for  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Rivers. 

Our  vessels  and  our  principal's  vessels  carry  2.8  milUon  tons  of  iron  ore  and  1 .6  million  tons  of 
fiimace  coke  per  year  with  the  majority  bound  for  industries  in  the  State  of  Alabama.  The  Port* s 
ability  to  maintain  its  present  draft  has  enabled  us  to  remain  competitive  on  the  worid  market.  The 
continued  dredging  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  allows  this  cargo  to  go  through  the  waterway  system 
of  the  Tombigbee.  The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  done  an  outstanding  job  maintaining  this 
system. 

A  large  portion  of  this  cargo  is  for  steel  mills  operating  in  the  Birmingham,  Alabama  area.  These 
import  raw  materials  enable  the  steel  mills  to  supply  steel  for  various  supplies  to  this  nation.  Some 
of  these  cargo  products  from  the  steel  mills  are  re-exported  through  the  Port  of  Mobile,  which  helps 
to  reduce  our  trade  imbalance.  The  efBciency  and  reUability  of  waterways  commerce  is  essential 
for  us  to  provide  the  raw  materials  necessary  for  our  principals  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  various 
markets  within  the  State  of  Alabama  and  the  United  States. 


We  have  been  in  operation  since  1957  utilizing  the  Port  of  Mobile,  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  and  the 
Black  River  systems,  and  we  realize  the  importance  of  tight  budget  control,  yet  the  benefits  on 
industry,  commerce  and  trade  as  well  as  job  return  must  be  recognized.  Therefore,  we  soUcit  your 
support  and  we  join  in  the  collective  efforts  of  all  those  affiliated  companies  who  realize  the 
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Letter  To  Representative  Myers 
Page  Two 


importance  of  maintaining  this  waterway  system  so  that  we  may  continue  to  bring  in  the  necessary 
raw  materials  for  our  manufacturing  industries  within  the  State  of  Alabama.  For  these  reasons,  we 
request  you  to  support  the  $16.8  million  for  the  Operations  and  Maintenance  programs  for  FY/96. 


Yours  very 


GED/pst 
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4  Parker  Towing  Company,  Inc. 


March  10,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Honorable  Mr.  Myers: 

My  name  is  Charles  A.  Haun  and  I  am  Executive  Vice  President  for  Parker  Towing 
Company  of  Tuscaloosa,  Alabama. 

We  are  a  full  service  marine  transportation  company  operating  a  fleet  of  boats  and  barges 
and  several  ports  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  U.  S.  Inland  Waterways  System.  We  are 
involved  in  the  transportation  of  all  types  of  commodities  including  coal,  stone,  wood  products, 
steel,  salt,  manufactured  products,  chemicals,  and  oil.  We  have  been  in  operation  for  over  fifty 


Parker  Towing  Company  endorses  and  supports  fiilly  the  efforts  of  the 
Wanior/Tombigbee  Development  Association  to  improve  the  overall  operation  of  this  vital 
waterway  system.  The  Warrior/Tombigbee  System  and  the  Port  of  Mobile  are  of  great 
impoitance  to  our  company  and  the  industries  we  serve.  Proper  and  adequate  funding  of  the 
waterway  project  will  ensure  that  more  industries  can  rely  on  this  energy  efficient  delivery 
system.  The  regions's  employment  and  economic  well-being  could  be  adversely  affected  to  a 
great  degree  should  the  efiBciency  of  the  waterway  be  degraded. 


As  a  member  of  the  Warrior/Tombigbee  Development  Association,  Parker  Towing 
Company  emphatically  supports  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget  request  of  16.8  million  in 
operation  and  maintenance  fimds  for  the  Warrior/Tombigbee  System  for  fiscal  year  1996.  In 
addition,  we  support  the  Corps'  request  for  operation  and  maintenance  funds  for  Mobile  Harbor. 


Sincerely, 


Charles  A.  Haun 
Executive  Vice  President 


CAH/d 


P.  O.  Box  020908  •  Tuscaloosa.  AlatMuna  3S402-0908  •  20S-349-1677  •  FAX  205-75»«06l 
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SCOTT 


March    2,    1995 


THE    HONORABLE    JOHN   MYERS,    CHAIRMAN 
HOUSE    SUBCOMMITTEE    ON   APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR    ENERGY    &    WATER    DEVELOPMENT 
U.S.    HOUSE    OF    REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON,    DC         20515 

Dear   Representative    Myers: 

Scott  Paper  began  operations  in  Alabama  with  the  purchase  of  the  Mobile  Mill  from 
Hollingsworth  and  Whitney  in  1953.    Including  the  acquisition  cost,  Scott  has  invested 
over  $2  billion  in  the  Mobile  Plant  and  support  operations.   This  investment  represents 
an  average  annual  capital  investment  of  $50  million. 

A  significant  factor  in  the  approval  of  capital  invested  in  Mobile  is  the  cost  of 
manufacturing  pulp,  which  is  approximately  50%  wood  cost.   As  you  may  well  know, 
Scott's  River  Transportation  System  is  responsible  for  transporting  approximately  80% 
of  the  wood  requirement  to  Mobile  and  is  a  significant  component  of  the  existing  and 
long  term  fiber  procurement  strategy. 

For  the  past  twelve  years,  Scott  has  continuously  utilized  the  Warrior-Tombigbee 
Waterway,  Coosa-Alabama  River  System,  as  well  as  the  Port  of  Mobile.    In  1983,  the 
first  year  Scott  shifted  from  truck  and  rail  to  river  transportation;  some  1 .06  million  tons 
of  forest  products  were  transported  with  two  tugboats  and  forty  barges.   Due  to  the 
efficiencies  and  reliability  of  the  waterways,  Scott  will  transport  in  excess  of  3.4  million 
tons  of  forest  products  in  1995,  1.06  million  of  which  is  destined  for  export  to 
international  markets.   To  sustain  marine  operations  at  this  level  requires  over  20 
tugboats,  150  barges  and  over  200  jobs  directly  related  to  transportation. 

For  Scott  to  operate  on  the  waterways  requires  operating  expenses  in  excess  of 
$13  million.   These  operating  expenses  are  required  to  support  a  $28  million  capital 
investment  in  wholly  owned  woodyards  and  joint  venture  wood  processing  facilities. 

With  this  investment  in  the  Mobile  operations  and  the  dependence  on  the  waterways, 
it  is  paramount  that  the  river  channels,  locks  &  dams,  bridges  and  all  other  elements 
of  navigation  be  adequately  maintained,  upgraded  and  funded  to  meet  the  existing 
and  future  demands  of  the  waterways. 

The  proposed  appropriation  for  FY  1996  Operations  and  Maintenance  budget  of  $16.8 
million  is  the  minimum  required  to  fund  the  planned  channel  maintenance  programs. 
Scott  fully  supports  the  appropriation  of  these  funds.    In  addition,  Scott  requests  that 
the  subcommittee  support  adequate  funding  to  support  the  operation  and  maintenance 
needs  of  the  Mobile  Harbor. 


SCOrr  PAPER  COMPANY.  SOUTHERN  OPERATIONS  PO  BOX  2447,  MOBILE.  ALABAMA  2 
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Scott  in  its  entirety  has  been  through  significant  changes  in  the  last  twelve  months 
with  many  segments  of  the  business  being  divested  to  allow  for  an  increased 
emphasis  on  tissue  products.   As  a  result,  Scott  has  transitioned  into  a  multi-billion 
dollar  packaged  products  company  intensely  focused  on  the  tissue  business  in  order 
to  fulfill  a  commitment  to  strengthen  shareholder  value  and  continually  grow  and  gain 
share  in  a  highly  competitive  market. 

The  Mobile  operations  have  been  and  will  continue  to  be  leaders  in  the  Scott  world. 
To  help  insure  a  leadership  position,  future  stability,  growth  and  development  in  all 
facets  of  manufacturing  must  continually  improve.   To  remain  a  viable  competitor  in  a 
highly  competitive  industry,  it  is  imperative  that  the  waterways  continue  to  be 
adequately  maintained  and  upgraded  to  meet  the  challenges  tomorrow  brings.   The 
Warrior  -  Tombigbee  and  Coosa  -  Alabama  River  waterways  are  the  "Main  Artery"  that 
supports  the  Mobile  Mill  and  its  employees.   These  waterways  and  ports  will  play  a 
significant  role  in  Scott's  future  business  success. 

With  these  considerations  in  mind,  we  ask  that  you  give  the  requested  budgets  your 
full  support. 

Thank  you  for  your  help,  time  and  consideration  in  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


James  M.  DeCosmo 

Manager  of  Lands,  Research  and  Procurement 


Mr.  A.  D.  White  -  Manager  of  Southeast  Timberlands,  Scott-Mobile 
Mr.  S.  C.  Price  -  Manager  of  Public  Affairs,  Scott-Mobile 
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Southern  Company  Services,  Inc 
Post  OHice  Box  2625 
Birmingham,  Alabama  35202 
Telephone  (205)  870-6227 


Jerry  L.  Stewart 


Vice-President 


the  southern  electric  system 


February  17,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  water  Development 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.  C.    20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

On  behalf  of  Alabama  Power  Company,  Gulf  Power  Company,  and  Mississippi 
Power  Company,  1  am  writing  to  express  our  support  for  the  Warrior-Tombigbee 
Development  Association  and  its  president  in  their  efforts  before  your  committee. 
Because  of  the  importance  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  to  local,  national, 
and  international  trade,  the  Southern  electric  system  joins  with  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  Development  Association  in  an  effort  to  improve  the  efficiency  and 
reliability  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway. 

For  the  past  twenty-nine  years,  Alabama  Power  Company,  Gulf  Power  Company, 
and  Mississippi  Power  Company  have  used  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  to  transport  coal 
to  their  respective  electrical  generating  plants  at  Demopolis,  Alabama;  Mobile, 
Alabama;  Pensacola,  Florida;  Sneads,  Florida  and  Biloxi,  Mississippi.  In  1994, 
through  the  use  of  contracted  barge  carriers,  these  companies  moved  over  4.7  million 
tons  of  coal  by  way  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway.  All  of  this  coal  would 
have  required  a  longer  move  down  the  Mississippi  River  through  New  Orleans.  The 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  allows  the  barges  to  move  down  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  River  to  Mobile  and  other  destinations.  The  significant  importance  of 
this  capability  to  our  system  is  obvious  from  a  transportation  flexibility  standpoint. 
Additionally,  the  Port  of  Mobile  is  the  hub  of  the  Central  Gulf  Coast  and  the 
continued  development  of  its  facilities  and  support  services  is  critical  to  the  economy 
of  the  tri-state  area  served  by  the  Southern  electric  system. 

Alabama  Power  Company,  Gulf  Power  Company,  and  Mississippi  Power  Company 
utilize  water  transportation  because  of  the  economic  advantage  to  our  millions  of 
customers.  Any  expenditures  for  maintenance  or  upgrading  which  improve  the 
efiQciency  and  reliability  of  the  waterway  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  our 
customers.  At  the  same  time,  higher  cost  resulting  from  inefficiency  or  the 
unreliability  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  will  have  a  direct  and  adverse 
effect  upon  our  customers. 
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It  is  imperative  that  there  be  a  continuous  program  for  maintenance  and  upgrading  of 
the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  channels  and  locks.  We  support  the  proposed 
budget  request  for  $16.8  million  in  Operations  and  Maintenance  funds  for  the  Black 
Warrior-Tombigbee  River  for  the  fiscal  year  1996.  We  also  support  the  request  for 
O&M  amounts  for  Mobile  Harbor. 

Adequate  funding  of  programs  required  to  maintain  the  efiSciency  and  reliability  of 
our  nation's  waterways  is  critical  to  its  superior  economic  health  and  welfare.  I 
strongly  urge  and  sohcit  your  support. 


Sincerely, 


^ 


ch 


Alabama  Power  Company 
W.  Kenneth  Mooney 

Gulf  Power  Company 
M.  Lane  Gilchrist 

Mississippi  Power  Company 
Craig  A.  Leasure 
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y  ENN- IJOIVI    [(owing  CO. 


POST  OFFICE  BOX  2826 

107  ST   FRANCIS  STREET.  SUITE  100 

MOBILE   ALABAMA  366S2 

TELEPHONE  (33<1  4J3-78O0 

FAX  (334)  432-8350 

March    1,    1995 


Hon.  John  Myers,  Chairman 

House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washingon,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

As  a  member  and  director  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee 
Development  Association,  as  well  as  a  regular  user  of  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway,  we  wholeheartedly  support  the 
testimony  of  the  President  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development 
Association,  Offa  S.  Nichols,  Jr. 

We  primarily  move  petroleum  products  on  the  waterway  and 
also  operate  two  petroleum  terminals  in  the  Mobile  area.   Without 
the  continued  operations  and  maintenance  programs  performed  by 
the  U.  S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  it  would  not  be  possible  for  the 
barge  industry  to  continue  to  provide  this  country  with  the  most 
economical  and  energy  efficient  mode  of  transportation  available 
today . 

We  wholeheartedly  support  the  amount  of  $16.8  million  for 
operations  and  maintenance  and  believe  it  will  cover  the  known 
and  reasonably  expected  needs  for  FY96.   Without  these  funds  the 
system  would  not  be  reliable  or  efficient. 

The  importance  of  the  Mobile  Harbor  Operation  and 
Maintenance  budget  cannot  be  overemphasized.   The  Harbor  serves 
the  State,  the  Gulf  Coast  and  shipping  co  and  from  not  only  all 
ports  of  the  United  States  but  throughout  the  world.   We, 
therefore,  support  adequate  appropriation  of  operation  and 
maintenance  funds  for  the  Mobile  harbor  to  keep  it  operable. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  our  views  on  the 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  System  and  the  Port  of  Mobile,  and 
want  to  thank  you  for  your  cooperation  in  the  past  and  continued 
interest  in  the  future  of  all  waterways  of  our  nation. 


Very  truly  yours, 


R.  A.  Guthans 


RAG/b 

TTT/W.T.pr>ro 


?•" 


lEi 
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Thompson 

Thompson  Tractor  Company 

March  10, 1995 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U  S  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

We  are  pleased  to  write  you  again  this  year  in  support  of  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  and  the  Port  of  Mobile.  In  our  letter  last  year,  we 
mentioned  that  our  company  engaged  in  over  $11,000,000.00  of  marine 
business  in  Alabama  in  1993.  During  1994,  this  business  grew  to  over 
$13,000,000.00.  This  is  extremely  important  business  for  us  and,  as  we 
have  stated  previously,  the  long  term  reliability  and  health  of  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  project  is  critical  to  our  business. 

Almost  all  of  our  business  goes  through  the  Port  of  Mobile.  We  project 
grov\^h  in  our  marine  business  through  the  Waterway  System  and  Port  to 
exceed  $14,000,000.00  in  1995  and  to  exceed  $15,000,000.00  by  1996.  This 
grovt^h  has  supported  the  addition  of  new  jobs  tied  directly  to  this 
business.  You  can  see  that  the  Port  of  Mobile  and  the  Waterway  System 
are  critical  to  us,  as  well  as  to  Mobile  and  the  surrounding  communities. 

We  are  in  support  of  the  $16.8  million  in  O  &  M  funds  for  the  Black  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  for  FY96.  We  feel  that  these  funds  are  essential  to  maintain 
these  waterways.  In  addition,  we  are  in  support  of  the  appropriation  of 
adequate  O  &  M  funding  for  Mobile  Harbor. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance  and  consideration  of  these  matters. 

Sincerely, 

THOMPSON  TRACTOR  CO.,  INC. 

Michael  D.  Thompson, 
President 


Birmingham  •  Anniston/Oxford  •  Auburn/Opelika 
Dothan  •  Grove  Hill  •  Huntsville/Decatur 
Mobile  •  Montgomery  •  Tuscaloosa  •  Tuscumbia 
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U  S  Steel  Edward  R  Came 

Fairfield  Works  General  Manager 

PO  Box  599 
Fairfield,  AL  35064 


February  27,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

U.S.X.  Corporation  operations  (both  steel  and  mining)  rely  heavily  upon  the 
availability  of  Alabama's  river  systems  to  transport  iron  ore,  coal,  coke  and  finished 
steel  products.  The  availability  of  a  commercially  viable  river  transport  system 
permits  U.S.X.  to  be  competitive  both  domestically  and  internationally. 

Our  plans  call  for  moving  up  to  6  million  tons  per  year  of  moterial  over  the  Worrior- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  System  during  the  coming  years. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  we  offer  our  support  for  the  Corp  of  Engineers  in  their  request 
for  operation  and  maintenance  funds  for  fiscal  year  1 996.  We  feel  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  System  is  vital  to  the  continued  growth  of  Alabama. 

We  support  the  action  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association  in  their 
efforts  to  assist  the  Corp  of  Engineers. 


Very  truly  yours. 


R.  Caine 
General  Manager 


ERC/mg 


U  S  steel  Group  f  V^'^AT  j,9 

A  division  of  USX  Corporation 


89-757    0—95 
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\T  DAVID 

mKEKT 
!v.\SS()(^IATI-:S,  INC. 


February  21,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  H^yers: 

David  Volkert  &  Associates,  Inc.  (Volkert)  is  an  engineering/architectural/planning  firm  which  employs 
350  people  and  maintains  Alabama  offices  in  tvlobile,  Birmingham,  and  Gulf  Shores.  DV&A  strongly 
supports  funding  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  and  the  Port  of 
Ivlobile  for  FY96. 

We  l^lieve  the  proposed  $16.8  million  for  Operations  and  Maintenance  funds  for  the  Black  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  is  justified  since  this  amount  is  necessary  to  cover  the  known  and  reasonably  expected 
needs  for  FY96,  support  the  day-to-day  O&M  program,  and  continue  on-going  channel  improvement 
projects  such  as  the  approaches  to  the  bridges  at  Jackson  and  Naheola.  both  on  the  Tombigbee 
River. 

Since  the  City  of  Mobile's  largest  industry  is  her  Port  and  the  City's  economy  depends  upon  her  Port, 
Volkert  also  supports  funding  for  O&M  for  Mobile  Harbor. 

Confidence  in  the  Waterway  and  its  efficiency  and  modemization  are  important  in  bringing  much 
needed  new  industry  to  Mobile  and  to  the  State  of  Alabama.  Lower  operating  costs  to  users  of  the 
Waterway  and  Port  of  Mobile  are  essential  in  obtaining  a  reasonable  balance  of  the  international 
export  market  allowing  the  U.S.  to  reduce  our  trade  deficit.  Increases  in  shipping  and  commerce 
result  in  opportunities  for  many  companies,  similar  to  Volkert,  to  obtain  business  and  offer  meaningful 
employment  to  citizens  of  the  State  of  Alabama  and  other  parts  of  the  U.S. 

Volkert  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  express  our  support  of  Colonel  Nichols,  President  of  the  Black 
Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association,  and  the  testimony  to  be  given  by  him  before  the 
Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  House.  We  are  proud  to  join  in  the  collective  effort  to 
improve  the  efficiency  and  reliability  of  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  and  the  Port  of 
Mobile. 


Sincerely, 

T.  Keith  King,  P.E. 
President  and  CEO 


.O.  Box  7434  •  Mobile,  AL  36670  •  3809  Moffett  Road  36618  •  (334)342  1070  •  Fax  (334 )  342  7962 
OuK  Shores.  AL         Metropolilan  Waiihington,  D.C  Fl  Walton  Reach.  Fl,         .Miami.  Fl.         Tampa.  FL 
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Jim  (JJJyalter  resources,  inc. 


William  Carr 

President  and 

Chief  Operating  Officer 


February  23,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Myers: 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make  a 
statement  to  your  Subcommittee.  Please  accept  this  letter  as  my 
statement. 

The  Mining  Division  of  Jim  Walter  Resources,  Inc.  currently 
mines  8  million  clean  tons  of  coal  per  year.  Of  that  amount,  nearly  65% 
of  our  production  is  exported.  Approximately  half  of  our  export 
production  travels  down  the  Warrior  River  and  all  of  our  export 
production  goes  through  the  Port  of  Mobile.  Our  payroll  for  2,417 
employees  last  year  was  in  excess  of  $100,000,000  and  taxes  withheld 
and/or  paid  were  in  excess  of  $27,000,000.  It  is  obvious  from  these 
facts  and  figures  that  this  Company  relies  heavily  on  our  waterways  and 
port  facilities  and  that  they  are  of  the  utmost  importance  to  this 
Company,  its  employees  and  the  economy  of  the  State  of  Alabama. 

I  strongly  support  the  Corps  of  Engineers  budget  request  for 
$16.8  Million  in  Operations  and  Maintenance  funds  for  the  Black  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  for  FY  96.  I  also  support  the  appropriation  of  adequate 
Operations  and  Maintenance  funds  for  Mobile  Harbor.  Our  waterways  and 
port  facilities  provide  economic  prosperity  to  Alabama  that  is  worthy  of 
your  support.  Further,  I  support  the  statements  and  testimony  to  be 
given  by  Col.  Offa  S.  Nichols,  Jr.,  President  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee 
Development  Association.  I  believe  that  the  value  of  improved 
efficiency  and  reliability  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  and  Port  of 
Mobile  cannot  and  must  not  be  underestimated. 


P.O.  Box  830079  •  Birmingham,  AL  35283-0079  •  (205)  554-6150  •  FAX  (205)  554-6161 
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JIM  WALTER  RESOURCES,  INC.  Page     Two 

The  Honorable  John  Myers 
February  23,  1995 


The  world  coal  business  is  at  its  most  competitive  level  in 
history.  News  of  any  problems,  especially  transportation  and  delivery 
problems,  is  quickly  spread  by  other  coal  producers  around  the  world  to 
the  buyers  to  discourage  purchases  here.  A  blemish  on  our  delivery 
record  can  have  devastating,  long-term  effects  from  which  we  might  never 
fully  recover.  Buyers  lost  today  may  never  return  tomorrow. 

Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  give  my  comments  on 
this  very  important  matter. 

Yours  very  truly. 


6jCec,_^^ 


WC/kcl 
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Warrior  &  Gulf  Navigation  Company 

p.  O.  Box  11397 
Chickasaw,  Alabama  36671 

February  23,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for 

Energy  &  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Washington  DC  20510 


Dear  Mr  Chairman: 


I  am  Adolph  N  Ojard,  President  of  Warrior  &  Gulf  Navigation  Company  Our  company 
is  an  active  member  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association  and  wholly  supports  the 
testimony  to  be  presented  by  Mr  Offa  Nichols  as  President  of  the  Association  I  wish  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  highlight  the  impact  that  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  and  the  Port  of  Mobile 
has  to  the  success  and  development  of  our  Company 

Warrior  &  Gulf  is  a  barge  line  and  terminal  operator  headquartered  in  Chickasaw,  Alabama, 
and  owns  22  towboats  and  240  barges,  moving  approximately  9  million  tons  of  bulk  materials  on  the 
Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  River  System,  making  WGN  the  dominant  water  carrier  operating  in  the 
region  Additionally,  we  own  and  operate  two  (2)  bulk  and  general  cargo  terminals  at  Port 
Birmingham  and  Mobile,  Alabama,  providing  storage,  transloading  and  intermodal  services  for  truck, 
rail  and  water  transportation    Our  total  employment  is  235  people 

Warrior  &  Gulf  has  provided  barge  transportation  on  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  River 
Systems  since  1940  for  export  and  domestic  coal,  iron  ore,  coke,  import  and  export  steel  products, 
export  and  domestic  wood  chips,  and  several  other  types  of  bulk  commodities.  An  efficient  and 
properly  maintained  waterway  system  integrated  with  the  Port  of  Mobile  is  vital  to  Warrior  &  Gulf 
and  its  customers.  This  waterway  system  has  made  the  entire  region  worid  competitors  through  the 
reliable,  efficient  movement  of  raw  materials  and  finished  products  both  for  domestic  and  overseas 
consumption.  In  order  to  encourage  continued  economic  development  along  this  great  waterway  we 
must  continue  in  our  efforts  to  ensure  this  viable  low  cost  transportation  alternative  remains  in  place. 
The  continued  efficiency  of  this  waterway  is  extremely  critical  to  the  viability  of  the  industries  it 
services  and  develops  This  waterway  system  and  hartwr  hold  great  opportunity  for  developing  trade 
initiatives  with  Mexico  and  South  America 
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The  Honorable  John  Myers 
February  23,  1995 
Page  Two 


Historically,  our  shoaling  problems  vary  greatly  from  year  to  year  dependent  upon  the  length 
of  our  high  water  season  (December  -  April)  and  the  amount  of  flooding  that  occurs  The  Operations 
&  Maintenance  budget  has  been  typically  $  1 8  -  20  million  including  monies  to  maintain  on-going 
channel  improvements  which  are  important  to  the  continued  safety  and  efficiency  of  the  waterway 
system 

We  have  worked  closely  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  whole  heartedly  endorse  their 
budget  request  of  $16  8  million  in  O  &  M  fiinds  for  the  Black  Warrior-Tombigbee  system  for  FY  '96 
Additionally,  our  company  supports  the  appropriation  of  adequate  O  &  M  funds  for  Mobile  Harbor 

We  respectfully  request  your  continued  support  and  assistance  as  your  subcommittee 
considers  appropriation  of  funds  for  these  very  important  issues  concerning  the  Black 
Warrior-Tombigbee  System,  Mobile  Harbor  and  those  they  serve. 


Very  truly  yours. 


ADOLPHN  OJARDL. 
President 


197 

American  Commercial  Bar5e  Line  Company 

March  14,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC.  20515 

Dear  Representative  Myers: 

American  Commercial  Barge  Line  supports  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget  request  of 
$16  8  million  for  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway 

Since  its  inception,  ACBL,  America's  largest  inland  river  transportation  company,  has 
utilized  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  to  convey  many  bulk  commodities  that  are 
critical  to  our  nation's  agricultural,  chemical,  steel  production,  and  power-generating 
industries.  We  have  also  periodically  used  the  Waterway  as  emergency  conveyance 
during  periods  of  restricted  navigation  on  both  the  Ohio  River  and  Mississippi  River 
systems    This  alternative  has  prevented  temporary  plant  shutdowns  and  consequent 
loss  of  production  and  jobs. 

While  ACBL's  current  business  activity  precludes  frequent  use  of  the  Port  of  Mobile, 
we  have  in  the  past  availed  ourselves  to  facilities  at  this  important  transportation  link 
The  Port  of  Mobile's  aggressive  competitive  posture,  facility  improvements,  and  location 
are  important  aspects  that  will  continue  to  be  a  factor  in  our  business  consideration. 
Therefore,  we  support  the  funding  request  of  $17.7  million 

ACBL  appreciates  your  committee's  consideration  in  reviewing  this  funding  request 
Adequate  maintenance  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  system  is  imperative  to  support  our 
national  transportation  objectives  and  to  develop  additional  competitive  international 
markets. 

Yours  very  truly. 


C  WUliam  KinzSler,  II 

Assistant  Vice  President/General  Manager 

Gulf  Coast  Operations 

CWKjg 
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March  15,  1995 


Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for 

Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Representative  Myers: 

I  am  asking  that  you  support  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineer's  request  for  $16.8  million 
for  the  FY  '96  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Waterway  and  Mobile 
Harbor.  I  understand  that  this  is  the  amount  in  the  present  budget,  and  thus  is  at 
minimum  level.    Please  do  not  reduce  this  amount. 

I  am  certain  that  the  availability  of  water  transportation  is  crucial  to  our  area's 
manufacturing  development.  It  is  therefore  critical  that  the  river  system  remain  navigable 
and  that  projects  to  upgrade  the  system  be  funded  and  completed. 


Sincerely, 


^^  foS{/^~ 


Alvin  P.  DuPont 
Mayor 


199 

-"^^  STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

i     *  GOVERNOR'S  OFFICE 

•     -1^       •  MONTGOMERY  36130 

FOB  JAMES,  JR. 

GOVERNOR  March  21,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  T  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for 

Energy  and  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC    20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

Thank  you,  for  allowing  the  State  of  Alabama  the  opportunity  to  provide  our  views 
to  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development  concerning  the 
Federal  water  resources  activities  and  projects  in  Alabama  I  join  with  the  several 
Associations  and  Authorities,  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  Development  Authority, 
the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association;  the  Coosa- Alabama  River  Improvement 
Association;  the  Tri-Rivers  Waterway  Development  Association,  the  Tennessee  River 
Valley  Association  and  others  in  support  of  continuation  of  the  Federal  water  resource 
projects  in  Alabama 

Our  state  and  Nation  have  been  blessed  with  water  resources  which  lend  themselves 
to  development  and  use  for  the  benefit  of  our  citizens  Water  resource  development  in 
Alabama  includes:  the  deep  harbor  and  extensive  port  facilities  at  the  Port  of  Mobile, 
providing  export  opportunities  for  the  region  and  nation's  products,  the  Tennessee- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  providing  an  important  connecting  link  to  the  inland  waterway  system 
and  the  heartland  of  our  nation;  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Rivers  waterway  providing 
opportunities  to  utilize  our  abundant  coal  resources  for  our  domestic  use  and  export  of 
steel,  pipe  and  other  products;  the  Coosa-AJabama  and  the  Chattahoochee-Apalachicola 
waterway  providing  the  opportunity  for  development,  transportation  of  natural  resources, 
agricultural  and  forest  products,  the  Tennessee  River  waterway  providing  a  vital 
transportation  link  in  the  Tennessee  River  Valley  of  Alabama,  and  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  providing  a  vital  waterway  link  to  the  ports  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the 
remainder  of  the  inland  waterway  system  All  of  the  waterways  in  Alabama  are  connected 
to  and  are  an  integral  part  of  our  Federal  inland  waterway  transportation  system  providing 
a  conduit  for  the  economical  and  safe  movement  of  commerce 
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The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers 

Page  2 

March  21,  1995 


I  respectfully  request  your  consideration  and  assistance  by  providing  the  Federal  funds 
necessary  for  full  time  operation  of  the  Federal  waterway  facilities  and  projects  in  Alabama. 
The  continued  Federal  support  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  continuation  of  these  projects  and 
to  allow  for  use  of  these  important  facilities,  both  public  and  private.  The  Federal  funding, 
while  a  critical  element,  is  however,  only  a  portion  of  the  investment  and  commitment 
necessary  to  utilize  this  resource?  A  combination  of  local  investment,  both  private  and 
public,  is  necessary  to  gain  benefits  for  our  citizens  through  utihzation  of  our  water 
resources. 

On  January  3,  1992,  the  States  of  Alabama,  Florida,  Georgia  and  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO A),  concerning  interstate  water 
resources  issues  in  the  Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa  (ACT)  and  the  Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint  (ACF)  River  Basins  The  agreement  was  to  terminate  on  September 
30,  1995  However,  by  mutual  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  MOA  will  be  extended  for  one 
full  year  to  September  30,  1996  The  four  partners  have  agreed  in  principal  to  this  necessary 
extension  and  the  implementing  language  is  being  developed.  The  MOA,  temporarily  set 
aside  the  interstate  dispute  between  the  parties,  while  we  jointly  participate  in  the  ACT/ ACF 
Comprehensive  Water  Resources  Study  as  fiill  and  equal  partners  This  joint  study  is  to 
determine  the  availability,  the  current  use,  and  future  demand  for  water  in  this  region. 
Hopefully,  the  study  will  also  recommend  an  appropriate  management  structure  for  the  ACT 
and  ACF  interstate  water  resources  As  Alabama  has  previously  stated,  we  are  committed 
to  insuring  this  study  is  accomplished  in  such  a  way  that  all  parties  can  support  the  study 
findings 

With  the  continued  endorsement  of  the  Subcommittee,  in  providing  the  Federal 
funding  necessary  for  the  Federal  water  resources  projects  in  Alabama,  I  believe  we  can 
successfully  address  the  complex  issues  facing  us  and  utilize  the  water  resources  to  the 
benefit  of  the  Nation 

Thank  you,  and  the  other  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  for  your  support  of  the 
Federal  water  resource  projects  and  activities  in  Alabama  and  the  Nation 


Sincerely, 


Fob  James  Jr 
Governor 


> 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
ALABAMA-COOSA  WATERWAY  AND  PORT  OF  MOBILE 

WITNESSES 

J.  THOMAS  MCKENZIE,  PRESIDENT,  COOSA-ALABAMA  RIVER  IM- 
PROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 

JERRY  L.  SAILORS,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT,  COOSA-ALABAMA 
RIVER  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next,  we  have  my  good  friend,  Mr.  Tom  McKenzie. 

Tom,  we  would  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you  and  your  group,  the 
Coosa  Alabama  River  Improvement  Association. 

Tom  has  quit  telling  people  how  many  years  he  has  been  coming 
up  here  in  support  of  this  Coosa  Alabama  Waterway  and  proposed 
Coosa  Alabama  Waterway,  and  thank  you  for  coming. 

Mr.  McKenzie.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill,  we  appreciate 
again  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you,  and  we  appreciate  the 
fact  that  you  have  been  here  every  time  we  have  been  here,  which 
is  getting  to  be  a  lot  of  times. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  to  this  subcommittee 
our  perspective  on  several  topics  of  interest  to  those  who  are  in- 
volved in  the  promotion  of  our  Nation's  waterways  in  general,  and 
to  the  members  of  the  Coosa  Alabama  River  Improvement  Associa- 
tion in  particular. 

As  President  of  that  association,  I  speak  for  a  large  and  diverse 
group  of  private  citizens  and  political  and  industrial  organizations 
who  see  the  continued  development  of  the  Coosa  Alabama  Water- 
way as  an  opportunity  for  economic  growth  in  our  region,  as  well 
as  the  Nation. 

I  have  included  the  Association's  written  statement  for  the 
record,  and  there  is  some  detail  in  there.  Some  of  the  things  you 
will  find  in  there  generally  are  these:  A  plea  for  caution  and  de- 
liberation when  cutting  Federal  investment  in  our  Nation's  water- 
ways; funding  requests  for  the  Coosa  Alabama  rivers  and  ancillary 
projects  within  the  basin,  particularly  the  biggest  thing  I  believe  it 
was  the  work  on  the  Mobile  Harbor;  a  request  to  beware  of  cost  re- 
covery plans,  that  is  user  fuel  taxes  that  would  have  or  could  have 
a  serious  detrimental  effect  on  the  waterways;  a  request  to  amend 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  to  incorporate  an  economic 
analysis  during  the  listing  process;  and  a  mechanism  to  put  a  rein 
on  the  autocratic  monopoly  of  the  process  within  the  Department 
of  Interior. 

We  are  deeply  concerned  that  some  proposals  to  cut  Federal 
spending  may  have  long-term  detrimental  effects  on  the  waterway 
system  if  caution  and  due  deliberations  are  not  exercised  in  the 
way  these  proposals  are  implemented. 

The  Nation's  waterways  are  part  of  the  infrastructure  that  pro- 
motes interstate  commerce,  international  trade,  and  common  good 
of  all  our  citizens.  The  maintenance  of  existing  river  projects  and 
support  for  new  starts  are  integral  to  our  investment  in  this  infra- 
structure. 

We  must  improve  the  environment,  thus  the  opportunities  for 
private  investors  in  the  system  by  removing  or  at  least  minimizing 
obstacles  to  that  investment,  obstacles  such  as  increased  fuel  taxes. 
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We  must  curb  other  Federal  activities  that  discourage  investors 
such  as  the  bureaucratic  autocracy  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  its  prosecution  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  We  must  have 
balance  in  the  system. 

In  summary,  to  promote  economic  growth  and  development  in 
our  region,  we  must  maintain  the  infrastructure  and  promote  op- 
portunities for  more  private  investment.  Our  request  supports 
these  goals. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  time  to  appear  before  you,  and  perhaps 
Colonel  Sailors  has  some  comments  he  would  like  to  add. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  McKenzie  follows:] 


J  T  Mckenzie 

PRESIDENT 
GftDSOeN,  ALftBAM/ 


B  H  MOONEY.  Ill 
VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROME,  GEORGIA 
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OOSA-ALABAMA  RIVER  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION, 


60  COMMERCE  ST  ,  SUITE  1201 
MONTGOMERY,  ALABAMA  36104-3563 
(334)265-5744    FAX  (334)  265-6248 


STATEMENT  OF  THE 


MONTGOMEm'.  ALABAMA 


COOSA-ALABAMA  RIVER  IMPROVEMENT 

ASSOCIATION,  INC., 

MONTGOMERY,  ALABAMA 


PRESENTED  BY: 
J.  THOMAS  MCKENZIE,  PRESIDENT 


HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
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-     MR.  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN  - 
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SUMMARY 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  &  DISTINGUISHED  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS: 

THIS  STATEMENT  INCLUDES  THE  FOLLOWING: 

A)  A  PLEA  TO   EXERCISE  CAUTION  AND  DUE  DELIBERATION  BEFORE 
MAKING  CUTS  IN  OUR  NATION'S  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM. 

B)  SUPPORT  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  AREAS: 

1)  O&M  FUNDING  FOR  THE  COOSA-ALABAMA  BASINS  AS  WELL  AS 
MOBILE  HARBOR. 

2)  FUNDING  FOR  THE  FOURTH  LOCK  &  DAM  STUDY; 

3)  REOPENING  THE  COOSA  NAVIGATION  PROJECT. 

4)  RESISTING  ANY  ATTEMPT  TO  RAISE  USER  FUEL  TAX  ON  THE 
INLAND  RIVER  NAVIGATION  INDUSTRY; 

5)  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  TRI-STATE  COMPREHENSIVE  WATER 
ALLOCATION  STUDY. 

6)  AMENDING  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  OF  1973  TO  REQUIRE  AN 
ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS  DURING  LISTING  AND  TO  ESTABLISH  A 
BALANCE  TO  THE  PROSECUTION  OF  A  LISTING. 


EXPANDED  STATEMENT 

THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT  TO  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
MY  PERSPECTIVE  ON  SEVERAL  TOPICS  OF  INTEREST  TO  THOSE  WHO  ARE 
INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROMOTION  OF  OUR  NATION'S  WATERWAYS  IN  GENERAL,  AND 
TO  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COOSA-ALABAMA  RIVER  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 
IN  PARTICULAR.  AS  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION,  I  SPEAK  FOR  A 
LARGE  AND  DIVERSE  GROUP  OF  PRIVATE  CITIZENS  AND  POLITICAL  AND 
INDUSTRIAL  ORGANIZATIONS  WHO  SEE  THE  CONTINUED  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE 
COOSA-ALABAMA  WATERWAY  AS  AN  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  IN  OUR 
REGION  AS  WELL  AS  THE  NATION. 

OUR  MEMBERSHIP  REFLECTS  A  BROAD  RANGE  OF  CALLINGS  AND 
PROFESSIONS,  EACH  WITH  A  WELL-DEFINED  INTEREST  IN  WATERWAY 
DEVELOPMENT.  SOME  USE  THE  WATERWAY  NOW,  EITHER  AS  SHIPPER  OR  TOW 
OPERATORS  WHILE  OTHERS  ARE  BUSINESSMEN,  BANKERS  AND  A  VARIETY  OF 
OTHER  PRIVATE  INDIVIDUALS  WHO  HAVE  A  STAKE  IN  FUTURE  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  FOR  THEIR  FIRMS  AND  SUCCESSORS  TO  ENJOY.  THEN  THERE  IS 
A  LARGER  GROUP  OF  ELECTED  OFFICIALS  AND  THEIR  CONSTITUENTS  TYPICAL 
OF  THE  TWENTY-THREE  MUNICIPALITIES  AND  NINETEEN  COUNTIES  ALONG  THE 
WATERWAY  WHO  ARE  MEMBERS  OF  THIS  ASSOCIATION.  THESE  MEMBERS  ARE 
WORKING  DILIGENTLY  TO  DEVELOP  OUR  WATERWAY  INTO  A  PRODUCTIVE  PART 
OF  THE  RIVER  INFRASTRUCTURE  OF  THE  STATE  AND  NATION.   THEIR  EFFORTS 
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SPRING  FROM  A  DESIRE  NOT  ONLY  TO  IMPROVE  THE  ECONOMIC  CONTRIBUTION 
OF  ENHANCED  TRANSPORTATION  AVAILABLE  TO  USERS,  BUT  TO  PROVIDE  A 
MEANS  OF  GROWTH. 

I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  PREFACE  OUR  REQUESTS  FOR  SPECIFIC  FUNDING 
LINES  WITH  A  FEW  REMARKS  REGARDING  THE  MOOD  AND  TONE  OF  BUDGET 
CUTTING  EXERCISES  WITHIN  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT,  AS  THEY  APPLY  TO 
OUR  NATION'S  WATERWAYS. 

AS  AN  ASSOCIATION  OF  BUSINESSES,  MUNICIPALITIES  AND  PRIVATE 
INDIVIDUALS  WE  APPLAUD  THE  EFFORTS  OF  THE  PRESIDENT  AND  CONGRESS  TO 
REDUCE  THE  FEDERAL  DEFICIT  THROUGH  REAL  SPENDING  CUTS.  HOWEVER,  WE 
URGE  CAUTION  AND  DUE  DELIBERATION  BEFORE  MAKING  CAPRICIOUS  AND 
ARBITRARY  CUTS  INTO  THE  NATION'S  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM. 
TRANSPORTATION  NETWORKS  ARE  VITAL  TO  THIS  NATION'S  WELFARE,  AND  AS 
SUCH,  THEIR  MAINTENANCE  AND  IMPROVEMENT  ARE  INCUMBENT  ON  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT.  WHERE  IT  MAKES  SENSE  FOR  STATES  OR  PRIVATE 
ENTERPRISE  TO  TAKE  OVER  FEDERAL  RESPONSIBILITIES,  THEN  LET'S  DO  IT, 
BUT  THE  DECISION  SHOULD  BE  BASED  ON  WHAT'S  BEST  IN  THE  WATERWAYS 
SYSTEM,  FOR  THE  NATION  IN  THE  LONG  RUN,  NOT  PURELY  ON  THE  MONEY 
FACTOR,  CHANGE  FOR  CHANGE  SAKE,  OR  SIMPLE  EXPEDIENCY.  MOST,  AND 
MOST  LIKELY  ALL,  STATES  ARE  NOT  IN  THE  POSITION  TO  ABSORB 
ADDITIONAL  RESPONSIBILITIES  SUCH  AS  FLOOD  CONTROL  OR  PERMITTING 
WITHOUT  ADDITIONAL  RESOURCES.  WITHOUT  THOSE  RESOURCES,  WE  WOULD 
PROBABLY  SEE  A  DEGRADATION  OF  THE  WATERWAYS  NETWORK  AND  A  CERTAIN 
DISINCENTIVE  FOR  INVESTMENT.  IF  THAT  WERE  THE  CASE,  THEN  WE  WOULD 
BE  WISE  TO  RETAIN  FEDERAL  CONTROL. 

YOU  HAVE  HAD  TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ADVOCATING 
TURNING  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS'  CIVIL  WORKS  PROGRAM  OVER  TO  STATE 
OR  PRIVATE  MANAGERS.  AGAIN,  WE  URGE  CAUTION  AND  DUE  DELIBERATION 
IN  SUCH  A  MOVE.  HAVING  ONE  AGENCY  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  MAINTAINING  THE 
LOCKS  AND  DAMS  ON  THE  ALABAMA  RIVER,  FOR  EXAMPLE,  PROVIDES  BENEFITS 
THAT  CAN'T  BE  MEASURED  IN  DOLLARS  AND  CENTS.  SECURITY, 
RESPONSIVENESS  AND  HISTORICAL  KNOWLEDGE  ARE  INCALCULABLE  TO  USERS 
OF  THE  RIVER.  THE  CORPS'  EXPERIENCE  AND  THE  O&M  FUNDING  THAT 
SUPPORTS  THAT  EXPERIENCE  ARE  PUBLIC  INVESTMENTS  IN  INFRASTRUCTURE. 
SLASHING  THAT  INVESTMENT  DOES  NOT  AUTOMATICALLY  TRANSLATE  INTO 
PRIVATE  PROSPERITY. 

WITH  THAT  BEING  SAID,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  IN  THESE  TIMES  OF  TIGHT 
BUDGETS  AND,  HOPEFULLY,  MORE  FISCAL  RESPONSIBILITY,  IT  IS 
IMPERATIVE  THAT,  WITHIN  ANY  APPROPRIATION,  PRIORITIES  BE  SET  TO 
ENSURE  THE  LONG  TERM  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  RIVER 
SYSTEM.  WE  ARE  CONCERNED  THAT  ANY  BUDGET  STRATEGY  THAT  REDUCES 
FUNDING  FOR  THE  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  INLAND  AND 
INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAYS  WILL  HAVE  A  DETRIMENTAL  EFFECT  ON  THAT 
ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  DEVELOPMENT.  WE  CANNOT  ALLOW  THAT  TO  HAPPEN. 
IN  THE  ALABAMA-COOSA  RIVER  BASIN,  WE  MUST  BE  ABLE  TO  MAINTAIN  THE 
EXISTING  RIVER  PROJECTS  AND  FACILITIES  THAT  SUPPORT  THE  COMMERCIAL 
NAVIGATION,  HYDROPOWER  AND  RECREATIONAL  ACTIVITIES  SO  CRITICAL  TO 
OUR  REGION'S  ECONOMY.  THE  FIRST  PRIORITY  MUST  BE  THE  O&M  FUNDING 
APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO  MAINTAIN  THOSE  PROJECTS 
ON  THE  ALABAMA  AND  COOSA  RIVERS  THAT  PERPETUATE  NAVIGATION, 
HYDROPOWER  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL.  BUDGET  REQUESTS  FOR  THE  INDIVIDUAL 
PROJECTS  ARE  LISTED  BELOW: 
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ASSOCIATION'S 
PROJECT  BUDGET  REQUEST 

ALABAMA-COOSA  RIVER,  AL*  $     5,668,000 

(AL  RIVER  INCL  CLAIBORNE  L&D) 

MILLER'S  FERRY  L&D**  $  5,156,000 

ROBERT  F.  HENRY  L&D***  $  3,688,000 

MOBILE  HARBOR  $  17,780,000 

LAKE  ALLATOONA,  GA  $  5,894,000 

CARTER'S  LAKE,  GA  $  5,218,000 

LOWER  ALABAMA  NAVIGATION  STUDY  (AL 
RIVER  SOUTH  OF  CLAIBORNE) 

-  RECONNAISSANCE  PHASE  $       238,000 

TOTALS  $    4  3,642,000 

* INCLUDES  72  MILES  FROM  THE  MOUTH  OF  THE  ALABAMA  RIVER  THROUGH 
CLAIBORNE  L&D  TO  MILLER'S  FERRY.  COOSA  RIVER  NOT  INCLUDED.   ALSO 
INCLUDES  MONIES  FOR  LAND  ACQUISITION  AND  MONITORING  PROGRAMS. 

**INCLUDES  FUNDING  TO  BEGIN  GENERATOR  REWINDING  PROJECT. 

'**INCLUDES  FUNDING  TO  COMPLETE  GENERATOR  REWINDING  PROJECT. 


REHABILITATION  OF  EXISTING  FACILITIES,  MAINTENANCE  DREDGING 
AND  MODIFICATION  OF  TRAINING  DIKES  ARE  INCORPORATED  INTO  THESE 
REQUESTS,  AND  ARE  CRITICAL  TO  KEEPING  THE  WATERWAY  PRODUCTIVE  AND 
IN  A  POSITION  TO  ATTRACT  NEW  BUSINESS  AND  INDUSTRIAL  TRAFFIC. 

TO  ATTRACT  NEW  BUSINESS  AND  INDUSTRIAL  TRAFFIC,  WE  MUST 
IMPROVE  THE  INFRASTRUCTURE  OF  THE  RIVER  SYSTEM.  WE  FULLY  SUPPORT 
THE  FUNDING  THAT  ALLOWS  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO  STUDY  WAYS  TO 
IMPROVE  THE  NAVIGATIONAL  RELIABILITY  OF  THE  LOWER  ALABAMA  RIVER 
BELOW  CLAIBORNE  DAM.  WE  THINK  THE  MOST  EFFECTIVE  AND,  IN  THE  LONG 
RUN,  THE  MOST  BENEFICIAL  WAY  TO  INCREASE  THAT  RELIABILITY  IS  BY 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  FOURTH  LOCK  AND  DAM  AT  THE  APPROPRIATE  SITE. 
INCREASED  RELIABILITY  IS  THE  ONLY  WAY  PROSPECTIVE  INVESTORS  WILL 
ENTERTAIN  ESTABLISHING  AN  INDUSTRY  THAT  USES  THE  RIVER  FOR 
TRANSPORTATION. 

IN  THE  SAME  VEIN,  ONE  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION'S  MAJOR  OBJECTIVES, 
MR.  CHAIRMAN,  IS  THE  COMPLETION  OF  THE  COOSA  RIVER  NAVIGATION 
PROJECT.  EACH  OF  US  HERE  KNOWS  THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  ATTEMPT  TO 
ESTABLISH  THE  NAVIGATION  CHANNEL  CONNECTING  MONTGOMERY,  GADSDEN  AND 
ROME,  GEORGIA,  SO  I  WON'T  REVIEW  THAT  HISTORY,  BUT  THE  PROPOSAL  IS 
IN  LINE  WITH  OUR  EMPHASIS  ON  BOTH  INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT  AND  THE 
CREATION  OF  JOBS  AND  ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITY  THROUGHOUT  OUR  REGION. 
PLEASE  REMEMBER  THAT  THE  PRE-DESIGN  ENGINEERING  SURVEYS  ARE 
COMPLETE,  SO  THAT  ONE  OF  THE  MOST  TIME-CONSUMING  REQUIREMENTS  OF 
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THE  PROJECT  IS  ALREADY  ON-THE-SHELF.  WITH  PROPER  INITIAL  FUNDING, 
THE  PROJECT  COULD  BE  UNDERTAKEN  IN  A  RELATIVELY  SHORT  TIME. 
ESTIMATES  FOR  COMPLETION  VARY,  BUT  7  YEARS  WITH  EMPLOYMENT 
POTENTIAL  OF  12,000  JOBS  WOULD  BE  ANTICIPATED. 

SEVERAL  ADVANTAGES  WOULD  ACCRUE  AS  A  RESULT  OF  EFFORTS  TO 
REESTABLISH  THE  PROJECT: 

1)  THIS  WOULD  BE  ONE  OF  THE  LARGEST  AND  MOST  RAPID  GENERATORS  OF 
JOBS  CURRENTLY  AVAILABLE. 

2)  THE  COOSA  RIVER  NAVIGATION  PROJECT  WOULD  ENERGIZE  A  LARGE 
SECTION  OF  ALABAMA  AND  A  SMALLER  PORTION  OF  GEORGIA  THAT 
REPRESENT  SUBSTANTIAL  GROWTH  POTENTIAL. 

3)  THE  PRESIDENT'S  CONTENTION  THAT  NOW  IS  THE  TIME  FOR 
INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT  WOULD  BE  SUPPORTED. 

4)  THE  WATERWAY  CONNECTION  FROM  THE  PORT  OF  MOBILE  TO  ITS 
INDUSTRIAL  MARKETS  IN  THE  NORTHEAST  ALABAMA  AND  NORTHWEST 
GEORGIA  WOULD  BE  COMPLETE. 

ANOTHER  MECHANISM  TO  MAKE  THE  RIVER  SYSTEM  ATTRACTIVE  TO 
POTENTIAL  USERS  IS  TO  KEEP  THE  COST  OF  SHIPPING  VIA  WATERWAYS  DOWN. 
THE  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  FOR  FY96  DOES  NOT  CURRENTLY  INCLUDE  A 
PROPOSAL  TO  INCREASE  A  USER'S  FUEL  TAX,  BUT  WE  ARE  WELL  AWARE  THAT 
THAT  PROPOSAL  IS  STILL  IN  THE  MINDS  OF  SOME  IN  THE  ADMINISTRATION. 
WE  HAVE  IN  THE  PAST  LISTED  SOME  OF  THE  NEGATIVE  ASPECTS  OF  SUCH  A 
PROPOSAL,  SO  SUFFICE  IT  TO  SAY  HERE  THAT  AN  INCREASE  IN  USER  FUEL 
TAX  WILL  HAVE  DETRIMENTAL  EFFECT  IN  THE  SHORT  RUN  ON  CONSUMER 
PRICES  AND  TRADE  BALANCE,  AND  IN  THE  LONG  RUN  ON  THE  FEDERAL- 
PRIVATE  PARTNERSHIP  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  WATERWAYS  SYSTEM. 

AS  ONE  OF  THE  MOST  EFFICIENT  MODES  OF  TRANSPORTATION  THIS 
COUNTRY  POSSESSES,  THE  WATERWAY  SYSTEM  NEEDS  MORE  INCENTIVES  FOR 
INVESTMENT,  NOT  OBSTACLES  AND  DISINCENTIVES. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THERE  ARE  TWO  OTHER  ISSUES  I  WISH  TO  ADDRESS. 
ONE  OF  THE  MOST  VISIBLE  PROJECTS  FOR  WHICH  FUNDING  HAS  BEEN  USED  IN 
THE  PAST  THREE  YEARS  IS  THE  COMPREHENSIVE  STUDY  OF  THE  ALABAMA- 
COOSA-TALLAPOOSA  AND  THE  APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT  RIVER 
BASINS.  THIS  STUDY,  WHICH  WILL  IDENTIFY  A  MECHANISM  BY  WHICH  THE 
GOVERNORS  OF  ALABAMA,  GEORGIA  AND  FLORIDA  PLUS  THE  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  CAN  COORDINATE  A  REASONABLE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  WATER 
SUPPLY  OF  THE  TWO  BASINS,  NEEDS  TO  HAVE  SUPPORT  IN  THIS  BUDGET  TO 
MEET  ITS  OBJECTIVE.  SINCE  THE  ISSUE  OF  WATER  DISTRIBUTION  WAS 
RAISED  IN  1989,  WE  HAVE  SUPPORTED  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  SUCH  A 
MECHANISM,  AN  ESSENTIAL  ELEMENT  IN  THE  FUTURE  ENVIRONMENTAL  AND 
ECONOMIC  WELL-BEING  OF  THE  THREE  STATES. 

THE  LAST  ISSUE  I  WISH  TO  ADDRESS  IS  A  PLEA  BASED  ON  OUR 
EXPERIENCES  OVER  THE  PAST  FOUR  YEARS  WITH  ATTEMPTS  BY  THE  FISH  AND 
WILDLIFE  SERVICE  TO  LIST  THE  ALABAMA  STURGEON  AS  ENDANGERED  UNDER 
THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  OF  1973.  AS  YOU  KNOW,  IN  DECEMBER  OF 
1994,  THE  SECRETARY  OF  INTERIOR,  MR.  BABBITT,  DECIDED  NOT  TO  LIST 
THE  ALABAMA  STURGEON,  CITING  A  LACK  OF  SCIENTIFIC  EVIDENCE  THAT  THE 
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FISH  WAS  A  SEPARATE  AND  DISTINCT  SPECIES  OR  EVEN  CURRENTLY  EXISTED 
IN  THE  HABITAT  SCRUTINIZED.  I  WON'T  GO  INTO  THE  LONG,  AND  OFTEN 
BEWILDERING,  STORY  THAT  EVOLVED  BEFORE  MR.  BABBITT'S  DECISION,  BUT 
I  WANT  TO  POINT  OUT  THE  POTENTIALLY  DEVASTATING  EFFECT  POSSIBLE 
WHEN  ONE  AGENCY,  SUCH  AS  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE,  BECOMES  THE 
PROSECUTOR,  JUDGE,  JURY  AND  EXECUTIONER  OF  ANY  PROPOSAL  UNDER  THE 
ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT.  THERE  IS  NO  BALANCE  IN  THE  SYSTEM. 
ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL  FACTORS  ARE  NOT  EVEN  CONSIDERED  UNTIL  A  LISTING 
IS  MADE.  HISTORY  HAS  SHOWN  US  THAT,  DESPITE  ASSURANCES  OF  "NO 
EFFECT"  OR  "MINIMAL  IMPACT"  ON  ECONOMIC  AND  OPERATIONAL 
CONSIDERATION  ASSOCIATED  WITH  A  LISTING,  THE  OPPOSITE  HAS  OFTEN 
BEEN  THE  CASE.  THE  ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL  FACTORS,  PREPARED  BY  A  BODY 
SEPARATE  BUT  EQUAL  IN  AUTHORITY  TO  FWS  MUST  BE  ADDRESSED  DURING  THE 
PROPOSAL  STAGE,  NOT  AFTER  A  LISTING  IS  APPROVED.  THE  SECRETARY  OF 
INTERIOR,  OR  WHOEVER  MAKE  THE  FINAL  DECISION,  MUST  HAVE  ALL  OF  THE 
PROS  AND  CONS  OF  A  PROPOSAL  BEFORE  DECIDING  WHAT  IS  BEST  FOR  THE 
PEOPLE  AFFECTED  BY  SUCH  A  PROPOSAL.  THEREFORE,  WE  FULLY  SUPPORT 
AMENDING  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  TO  REFLECT  THE  PROVISIONS  I 
HAVE  JUST  DESCRIBED. 

IN  CLOSING,  WE  REQUEST  YOUR  SUPPORT  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  AREAS: 

1)  O&M  FUNDING  FOR  THE  COOSA-ALABAMA  BASINS  AS  WELL  AS  MOBILE 
HARBOR. 

2)  FUNDING  FOR  THE  FOURTH  LOCK  AND  DAM  STUDY; 

3)  REOPENING  THE  COOSA  NAVIGATION  PROJECT. 

4)  RESISTING  ANY  ATTEMPT  TO  RAISE  USER  FUEL  TAX  ON  THE  INLAND 
RIVER  NAVIGATION  INDUSTRY; 

5)  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  TRI-STATE  COMPREHENSIVE  WATER 
ALLOCATION  STUDY. 

6)  AMENDING  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  OF  1973  TO  REQUIRE  AN 
ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS  DURING  LISTING  AND  TO  ESTABLISH  A  BALANCE  TO 
THE  PROSECUTION  OF  A  LISTING. 

WE  SINCERELY  APPRECIATE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SPEAK  BEFORE  YOUR 
SUBCOMMITTEE  AND  WISH  TO  EXPRESS  OUR  GRATITUDE  TO  YOU  AND  OTHER 
MEMBERS  OF  YOUR  COMMITTEE,  ESPECIALLY  MR.  TOM  BEVILL,  FOR  YOUR 
STRONG  SUPPORT  OF  THE  NATION'S  WATERWAYS.  YOUR  CONCERN  AND 
GRACIOUS  ATTENTION  TO  OUR  ISSUES  GIVE  US  A  DEEP  SENSE  OF 
SATISFACTION  AND  A  RAY  OF  HOPE  TO  THOSE  WHO  HAVE  THE  VISION  TO  PLAN 
FOR  THE  FUTURE. 


RESPECTFULLY , 

J.  THOMAS  MCKENZIE,  PRESIDENT 
COOSA-ALABAMA  RIVER  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 
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Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us.  This  is  your 
first  appearance. 

Colonel  Sailors  is  a  retired  full  Colonel  of  the  U.S.  Army  Air 
Force. 

So  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Colonel  Sailors.  Thank  you  very  much,  sir. 

I  think  Mr.  McKenzie  has  summarized  our  major  points.  One  or 
two  that  I  would  like  to  hit,  if  I  may. 

As  an  association  of  businesses  and  municipalities  and  private 
individuals,  we  applaud  the  efforts  of  Congress  to  reduce  the  Fed- 
eral deficit  through  some  real  spending  cuts.  However,  to  use  the 
words  of  Mr.  McKenzie,  we  do  urge  caution  and  due  deliberation 
before  making  what  might  be  to  some  capricious  cuts  into  the  Na- 
tion's transportation  system. 

Transportation  networks  are  vital  to  this  Nation's  welfare,  and 
as  such,  their  maintenance  and  improvement  are  incumbent  on  the 
Federal  Government.  Where  it  makes  sense  for  States  or  private 
enterprise  to  take  over  Federal  responsibilities,  then  let's  do  it.  But 
the  decision  should  be  based  on  what  is  best  for  the  waterways  and 
what  is  best  for  the  Nation  in  the  long-run,  not  purely  on  the 
money  factor  or  change  for  change  sake,  or  simple  expediency. 

I  would  venture  to  say  that  most  States  and  probably  all  of  them 
are  not  in  the  position  to  absorb  additional  responsibilities  such  as 
flood  control  or  permitting  without  additional  resources.  Because 
without  those  resources,  we  would  probably  see  a  degradation  of 
the  waterways  network  and  a  disincentive  for  investment.  And  per- 
haps it  would  be  wiser  to  maintain  Federal  control. 

You  have  had  some  testimony  advocating  turning  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  Civil  Works  program  over  to  State  or  private  managers, 
and  we  urge  caution  and  due  deliberation  in  such  a  move.  Having 
one  agency  responsible  for  the  locks  and  dams  on  the  Alabama 
River  provides  benefits  that  cannot  be  measured  in  dollars  and 
cents. 

Security,  responsiveness  and  historical  knowledge  of  the  Corps 
are  incalculable  to  the  users  of  that  river.  The  Corps'  experience 
and  the  O&M  funding  that  supports  that  experience  are  public  in- 
vestments in  infrastructure  and  slashing  that  investment  doesn't 
automatically  translate  into  private  prosperity. 

And  with  that  being  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  certainly  are  very 
pleased  that  the  President's  budget  has  sufficient  O&M.  I  under- 
stand this  is  the  first  time  in  some  time  that  it  has  what  we  con- 
sider to  be  a  reasonable  amount  in  there,  and  we  support  that  and 
we  appreciate  that.  But  we  are  very  much  aware  that  there  are 
possibilities  that  some  of  that  could  be  cut  and  we  just  urge  due 
and  deliberate  caution  on  that. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  and  we  are  yet  unfortunately  getting  a 
little  ahead  of  our  schedule,  which  is  good.  That  is  not  always  the 
case,  but  I  see  several  of  our  very  important  Alabamians  have  just 
come  in,  too. 

So  if  you  will,  Tom,  I  wish  you  would  introduce  those  people  from 
Alabama  here  that  are  here  in  behalf  of  the  Coosa  Alabama  River 
Improvement  Association,  and  especially  your  lovely  wife,  Mrs. 
McKenzie. 
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Mr.  McKenzie.  Carolyn  is  back  there;  Ralph  and  Florence 
Clemens;  Mayor  Sue  Glidewell  from  Rainbow  City,  Alabama;  is 
Judge  Biggs  back  here?  We  appreciate  him  being  here;  and  Robin 
and  Randy  Head. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very  much.  And  we  always  look  forward 
to  hearing  your  testimony  and  appreciate  the  great  job  you  do  and 
the  good  support  that  you  always  have  and  bring  with  you.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  McKenzie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SUMMARY  LISTING 

LETTERS  SUPPORTING  APPROPRIATIONS  REQUEST  FOR  F/Y  1996  FOR 

PROJECTS  ON  THE  ALABAMA-COOSA  RIVER  SYSTEM 

SUBMITTED  FOR  RECORD  AND  FILE  OF  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  HEARINGS 

12:40  P.M.,  MARCH  21,  1995 
Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Room  2362-B,  Washington,  D.C. 

1.  Governor  Fob  James,  State  of  Alabama,  Montgomery,  AL 

2.  Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement  Association,  Inc.,  Montgomery,  AL 

3.  The  Anniston  Star,  Phillip  A.  Sanguinetti,  Pres.,  Anniston,  AL 

4.  Mobile  County  Commission,  Freeman  Jockisch,  Mobile,  Alabama 

5.  Robert  M.  Creswell,  Consultant,  Camden,  AL 

6.  Parker  Towing  Company,  Inc.,  William  H.  Hess,  Tuscaloosa,  AL 

7.  Alabama  Power  Company,  A.  J.  Connor,  Birmingham,  Alabama 

8.  Monroe  County  Commission,  Judge  Otha  Lee  Biggs,  Monroeville,  AL 

9.  Monroe  County  Industrial  Dev.  Board,  Harvel  Deas,  Monroeville,  AL 

10.  Monroeville  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Ronny  Darby,  Monroeville,      AL 
U.  Travel  Agents  International,  Ralph  O.  Clemens,  Jr.,  Pres.,  Montg.,  AL 

12.      Montgomery  County  Commission,  W.F.  Joseph,  Chairman,  Montgomery,  AL 
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STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

GOVERNORS  OFFICE 

MONTGOMERY  36130 


FOB  JAMES,  JR. 

GOVERNOR  March  21,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  T  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for 

Energy  and  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC    20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

Thank  you,  for  allowing  the  State  of  Alabama  the  opportunity  to  provide  our  views 
to  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development  concerning  the 
Federal  water  resources  activities  and  projects  in  Alabama  I  join  with  the  several 
Associations  and  Authorities,  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  Development  Authority, 
the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association,  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement 
Association,  the  Tri-Rivers  Waterway  Development  Association,  the  Tennessee  River 
Valley  Association  and  others  in  support  of  continuation  of  the  Federal  water  resource 
projects  in  Alabama 

Our  state  and  Nation  have  been  blessed  with  water  resources  which  lend  themselves 
to  development  and  use  for  the  benefit  of  our  citizens  Water  resource  development  in 
Alabama  includes:  the  deep  harbor  and  extensive  port  facilities  at  the  Port  of  Mobile, 
providing  export  opportunities  for  the  region  and  nation's  products;  the  Tennessee- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  providing  an  important  connecting  link  to  the  inland  waterway  system 
and  the  heartland  of  our  nation,  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Rivers  waterway  providing 
opportunities  to  utilize  our  abundant  coal  resources  for  our  domestic  use  and  export  of 
steel,  pipe  and  other  products;  the  Coosa-Alabama  and  the  Chattahoochee-Apalachicola 
waterway  providing  the  opportunity  for  development,  transportation  of  natural  resources, 
agricultural  and  forest  products,  the  Tennessee  River  waterway  providing  a  vital 
transportation  link  in  the  Tennessee  River  Valley  of  Alabama,  and  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  providing  a  vital  waterway  link  to  the  ports  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the 
remainder  of  the  inland  waterway  system  All  of  the  waterways  in  Alabama  are  connected 
to  and  are  an  integral  part  of  our  Federal  inland  waterway  transportation  system  providing 
a  conduit  for  the  economical  and  safe  movement  of  commerce 
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The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers 

Page  2 

March  21,  1995 


I  respectfully  request  your  consideration  and  assistance  by  providing  the  Federal  funds 
necessary  for  fioll  time  operation  of  the  Federal  waterway  facilities  and  projects  in  Alabama 
The  continued  Federal  support  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  continuation  of  these  projects  and 
to  allow  for  use  of  these  important  facilities,  both  public  and  private.  The  Federal  funding, 
while  a  critical  element,  is  however,  only  a  portion  of  the  investment  and  commitment 
necessary  to  utilize  this  resource?  A  combination  of  local  investment,  both  private  and 
public,  is  necessary  to  gain  benefits  for  our  citizens  through  utilization  of  our  water 
resources 

On  January  3,  1992,  the  States  of  Alabama,  Florida,  Georgia  and  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO A),  concerning  interstate  water 
resources  issues  in  the  Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa  (ACT)  and  the  Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint  (ACF)  River  Basins  The  agreement  was  to  terminate  on  September 
30,  1995.  However,  by  mutual  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  MOA  will  be  extended  for  one 
fiill  year  to  September  30,  1996.  The  four  partners  have  agreed  in  principal  to  this  necessary 
extension  and  the  implementing  language  is  being  developed.  The  MOA,  temporarily  set 
aside  the  interstate  dispute  between  the  parties,  while  we  jointly  participate  in  the  ACT/ ACF 
Comprehensive  Water  Resources  Study  as  full  and  equal  partners.  This  joint  study  is  to 
determine  the  availability,  the  current  use,  and  future  demand  for  water  in  this  region. 
Hopefully,  the  study  will  also  recommend  an  appropriate  management  structure  for  the  ACT 
and  ACF  interstate  water  resources  As  Alabama  has  previously  stated,  we  are  committed 
to  insuring  this  study  is  accomplished  in  such  a  way  that  all  parties  can  support  the  study 
findings 

With  the  continued  endorsement  of  the  Subcommittee,  in  providing  the  Federal 
fianding  necessary  for  the  Federal  water  resources  projects  in  Alabama,  I  believe  we  can 
successfully  address  the  complex  issues  facing  us  and  utilize  the  water  resources  to  the 
benefit  of  the  Nation 

Thank  you,  and  the  other  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  for  your  support  of  the 
Federal  water  resource  projects  and  activities  in  Alabama  and  the  Nation 


Sincerely, 


^^—% 


Fob  James  Jr 
Governor 
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"Alabama's  Largest  Home-Owned  Newspaper" 

p.  O.  BOX  189     •     PHONE  236-1551 

ANNISTON.  ALABAMA  36202 
PHILUP  A.  SANGUINETTI 

March  3,  1995 


The  Hon.  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Rayburn  House  Building 
Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Representative  Myers: 

As  part  of  a  collective  effort  to  maintain  and  extend  the  Coosa- 
Alabama  waterway,  I  wholeheartedly  support  the  Coosa-Alabama  River 
improvement  Association's  requests  for  FY96. 

It  is  very  important  that  the  design  and  engineering  on  the  Coosa 
Project,  which  was  suspended  in  1983,  be  resumed  and  that  timely 
and  complete  dredging  be  continued. 

I  also  urge  you  and  other  members  of  the  committee  to  support 
efforts  to  make  the  Alabama  River  useable  year-round  by  investing 
in  a  fourth  dam  in  the  area  south  of  Claiborne. 

As  you  know,  extensive  commitments  to  private  investment  on  navigable 
waterways  have  been  made  on  the  assumption  that  Federal  maintenance 
and  operations  of  the  waterways  would  be  continued.   Waterways  do 
provide  efficient  transportation  productivity  that  lowers  inflation 
and  reduces  national  deficits. 

Any  support  you  and  your  committee  can  give  the  Association  will  be 
greatly  appreciated  by  everyone  involved. 

Very  truly  yours . 

/ 


PAS:  bjh 
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FREEMAN  E.  JOCKISCH,  Pres 
SAMUEL  L.  JONES,  Commiss.o 
GARY  G.  TANNER,  Commission 


W.  C.  HELVESTON 
DOUGLAS  L.  MOOLING 


MOBILE  COUNTY  COMMISSION 

20S  GOVERNMENT  ST.  MOBILE,  ALABAMA  366A.4-I80I 

Telephone  (33A)  690-e605  Fax  (334)  690-4770 


March  21,  1995 

Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Rayburn  House  Building 
Washington,  D.  C.   20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers, 

We  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  our 
continuing  support  for  federal  maintenance  of  the  Mobile 
harbor.   Throughout  its  history,  water  born  commerce  has 
played  an  integral  role  in  the  economic  and  cultural  devel- 
opment of  Mobile  County.   Many  segments  of  our  diverse  econ- 
omy are  directly  related  to  and  dependent  upon  accessibility 
to  water  transportation. 

Located  at  the  terminus  of  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Waterway,  the  harbor  is  a  transshipment  point  serving 
millions  of  Americans.   As  such  its  purpose  and  utility  is 
felt  well  beyond  the  borders  of  Alabama. 

We  strongly  urge  the  entire  Congress  to  give  its  most 
serious  consideration  to  continued  federal  maintenance  of 
this  waterway  in  light  of  its  invaluable  contribution  to 
the  national  economy. 


Sincerely, 
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ROBKRT     M .      CRESWELL 

CONSULTANT 

500   BROAD   STREET 

CAMDEN,    AL    36726 

(205)    682-9576 


March  21,  1995 


Hon»  Joiai  T,  Meyers,   Gliairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U,  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  205l5 


Dear  Representative  Meyers: 


As  a  former  resource  manager  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers    on  the  Alabama 
River,  I  supportthe  Coosa-Alabama  River  DeveloFin«nt  Association,  Inc.  in 
its  efforts  to  secure  funds  for  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  ft-oject  for  FT  96, 

In  addition  to  continuing  oparartion  and  maintenance  of  the  upstream  res- 
ervoirs and  power  plants  at  Allatoona  and  Carters  Lakes,  it  is  essential 
that  the  Alabama  River  waterway  be  maintained  A'om  Mobile  to  Montgomery 
and  that  timely  maintenance  dredging  of  the  navigation  channel  be  contin- 
ued. 

Investors  in  various  types  of  industrial  plants  were  assured  of  a  9-foot 
navigation  channel  and  their  success  depends  upon  its  continued  prea€nce» 
The  U.  S.  Congress  should  authorize  the  funding  of  the  remaining  term  of 
the  study  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Alabama/Georgia/Florida  to  resoD-we 
the  two-basin  water  dispute* 

Tn  addition.  Congress  should  direct  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  to  develop 
procedures    In  which  Information  is  shared,  as  well  as  specimens,  with 
parties  closely  related  to  the  listing  process* 

I  urge  the  subccanmittee  to  reoomnend  sufficient  funds  to  aooompllsh  all 
of  the  above* 


Robert  N.  Qpeswell  V 
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4  Parker  Towing  Company,  Inc. 


February  27,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

House  Subconnmittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development 

US.  House  of  Representatives 

2372  Rayburn  House  OfTice  Building 

Washington,  D.  C.    20510 

Dear  Congressman  Myers; 

Parker  Towing  Company  is  a  major  regional  barge  transportation  company  operating 
towboats,  barges,  and  port  facilities  mainly  on  the  rivers  and  watenways  of  the  Southeast  and 
Gulf  Coast.  We  are  proud  to  be  a  part  of  a  collective  effort  to  maintain  and  develop  the  Coosa  - 
Alabama  River  System  for  commercial  navigation.  We  fully  support  the  Coosa-Alabama  River 
Improvement  Association's  funding  request  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  We  hope  that  we  can  count 
on  your  support.  We  also  would  like  to  share  some  of  our  concenns  with  you  as  follows: 

♦  The  increase  in  fuel  taxes  has  already  taken  its  toll  on  us  as  well  as  the  entire  industry 
and  it  is  alarming  that  this  administration  seems  committed  to  attempts  to  increase  user 
fees  every  year.  As  user  fees  and  other  taxes  tend  to  stifle  all  business  associated  with 
watenway  activity,  they  should  be  discarded  or  reduced  as  revenue  generators.  In 
addition,  the  current  fees  should  be  plowed  back  into  river  development.  We  feel  this 
would  result  in  a  net  gain  of  revenue  to  the  federal  government  in  the  form  of  taxes  paid 
through  increased  business  activity.  Our  waterways  provide  low  cost,  efficient 
transportation  that  lowers  inflation  and  tends  to  ease  upward  pressure  on  the  deficit,  as 
well  as  providing  our  producers  better  access  to  export  markets,  thus  helping  the  trade 
balance  in  America's  favor. 

♦  Congress  must  use  every  means  available  to  fund  the  remaining  term  of  the  study  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Aia./Fia./Ga.  to  resolve  the  two  basin  water  dispute  in  the 
region. 

♦  Congress  should  amend  the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  require  the  consideration  of 
economic  impacts  in  a  decision  to  list,  and  also  to  require  designation  of  critical  habitat 
at  the  time  the  species  is  listed. 

We  trust  that  we  can  expect  your  support  in  these  matters.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 


William  H.  Hess 
Sales  Manager 


P.  O.  Box  020908  •  Tuscaloosa.  Alabama  35402-0908  •  205-349-1677  •  FAX  205-758-0061 
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Alabama  Power  Company 

600  North  18th  Street 

Post  0«ice  Box  2641 

Birmingham,  Alabama  35291 

Telephone  205  250-1000  A 

A.  J.  Connor  ^Jm^ 

Vice  President  ^K^^ 

Operating  Services  Alabama  POWCr 

the  southern  electric  system 
March  7,    1995 


Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Rayburn  House  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

On  behalf  of  Alabama  Power  Company  I  am  pleased  to  submit  the  attached 
statement  of  support  for  the  FY1996  appropriations  request  of  the 
Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement  Association.  This  association  has  a  long 
history  of  service  to  the  state  of  Alabama  in  its  efforts  to  appropriately 
develop  and  utilize  the  resources  of  the  Coosa-Alabama  river  system  for  the 
well-being  of  the  State  and  the  Nation. 


a 


Sincerely, 


Y«^yx/i 


A.  J.  Connor 


:ajr 
Attachment(s) 
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statement  of  Alabama  Pover  Company 

Congressional  Appropriations  Subcommittees 

Washington,  D.C. 

March  21,  1995 


Alabama  Power  Company  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  express  its  support 
for  the  request  of  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement  Association,  Inc., 
before  the  Congressional  Appropriations  Subcommittees  that  adequate  funding 
be  appropriated  in  FY1996  to  satisfactorily  provide  essential  O&M  and 
capital  improvements  to  navigable  waterways  in  the  state  of  Alabama  by  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  Proper  maintenance  and  improvement  to  inland 
waterways  is  essential  to  the  economic  well-being  of  the  state,  as  well  as 
supporting  international  commerce  so  vital  to  the  region  and  the  Nation. 

Navigable  inland  waterways  that  provide  access  to  international  ports 
provide  an  alternative  transportation  route  for  bulk  and  high  volume  cargo 
that  is  essential  for  economic  competition  in  the  international  market 
place.  The  United  States  must  encourage  the  utilization  of  this  resource 
to  maintain  its  desired  position  in  the  balance  of  trade,  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  must  have  adequate  funding  to  ensure  the  proper  operation  of  this 
navigation  system.  Waterways  provide  efficient  transportation  productivity 
that  lowers  inflation  and  reduces  national  deficits. 

Alabama  Power  Company  utilizes  inland  waterways  to  barge  coal,  petroleum, 
and  other  essential  commodities  to  its  fossil  power  plants.  This 
transportation  source  not  only  lowers  freight  costs,  but  insures  supplies 
by  providing  sources  from  alternative  suppliers  throughout  the  country.  It 
is  important  that  timely  and  appropriate  channel  maintenance  and  dredging 
be  performed. 

Of  special  interest  to  Alabama  Power  Company  is  the  continued  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  reservoirs  and  hydroelectric  plants  at  the  Allatoona  and 
Carters  projects.  These  reservoirs,  in  conjunction  with  other  storage 
reservoirs  within  the  Coosa-Alabama  Basin,  provide  flow  essential  to 
ensuring  a  dependable  and  adequate  supply  of  electricity  for  the  Southeast, 
at  a  reasonable  cost,  and  to  supporting  navigation  flows  critical  to  the 
operation  of  the  Alabama  River  navigation  channel. 

Congress  is  to  be  commended  for  its  decision  to  authorize  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  -  working  in  partnership  with  Alabama,  Georgia,  and  Florida  -  to 
conduct  a  Comprehensive  Study  of  the  Alabama,  Coosa,  and  Tallapoosa  (ACT) 
and  the  Appalachicola,  Chattahoochee,  and  Flint  (ACF)  river  basins. 
Adequate  funds  must  be  appropriated  to  complete  this  study  in  a  competent 
and  timely  manner. 

Congress  is  to  be  commended  for  its  direct  interest  and  involvement  in  the 
issue  of  the  proposal  to  list  the  Alabama  River  Sturgeon  as  Rare  and 
Endangered,  and  the  companion  legislation  to  declare  its  critical  habitat. 
Objections  raised  by  the  public  and  by  several  Congressmen,  ultimately 
resulted  in  the  withdrawal  of  this  listing  proposal.  Had  this  listing 
succeeded,  tremendous  impact  to  navigation  on  the  Alabama,  Warrior,  and 
Tombigbee  waterways  would  have  occurred,  with  billions  of  dollars  in 
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associated  economic  losses. 


During  the  ongoing  review  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Congress 
should  amend  the  Act  to  require  balanced  consideration  of  potential 
economic  impacts  and  social  hardship  as  a  part  of  the  listing  process  for 
endangered  or  threatened  species. 
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Monroe  (Haunty  (SfltntniBBion 

MONROE  COUNTY 

P.O.  BOX  8   •  MONROEVllXE,  ALABAMA  3646] 

(334)743-4107 

StLAS  G.  TUCKER.  Dinrici  1  J  '^  JUDGE  OTHA 

CARLISLE  McCLURE,  District  2 
ALEX  ROBERTS.  Diitrici  3 
CHARLIE  McCORVEY,  nt.  EHjmci  4 

■  A  CoutKy  Older  than  the  State" 

March  14,  1995 


Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Rayburn  House  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers, 

The  Monroe  County  Commission  respectfully  submits  its  support 
for  the  1996  Funding  for  the  FY  96  maintenance  and  extension  of  the 
Coosa-Alabama  Rivers,  as  submitted  by  the  US  Corp  of  Engineers. 

For  the  full  economic  impact  to  be  felt  by  the  Counties  and 
Cities  In  both  Alabama  and  Georgia  located  along  this  River  System, 
maintenance  of  the  existing  Investments  in  the  present  Lock  &  Dams, 
the  maintenance  of  the  navigable  Channel,  and  the  future 
development  of  the  Coosa  River  from  Montgomery  to  Rome,  Georgia  is 
Imperative. 

We  recommend  that  the  design  and  engineering  work  on  the  Coosa 
Project,  which  was  suspended  in  1983  be  resumed.  Complete  dredging 
and  appropriate  maintenance  of  the  Alabama  River  Channel  should 
continue  in  order  for  industry  to  utilize  navigation  on  this  river 
system.  We  recommend  the  funding  of  the  remaining  term  of  the 
study  by  the  Corp  of  Engineers  and  Alabama/Georgia/Florida  to 
resolve  the  two-basin  water  dispute  in  the  region. 

We  also  recommend  that  during  the  reauthorization  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  the  congress  should  amend  the  Act  to 
require  the  consideration  of  economic  Impacts  in  a  decision  to  list 
a  species  as  endangered  or  threatened  as  well  as  mandatory 
designation  of  critical  habitat  at  the  time  the  species  is  listed. 
In  addition,  the  Congress  should  direct  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
to  develop  procedures  to  objectively  share  information  and 
specimens  with  parties  closely  related  to  the  listing  process. 


Honorable  John  T.  Myers  Page  2 

We  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  the  funding  of  the  FY96 
Budget  as  supported  by  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement 
Association,  Inc.  for  the  continued  development  and  maintenance  of 
the  Coosa-Alabama  Rivers  Waterway  Systems. 


Respectfully  submitted 
Monroe  County  Commission 


Otha  Lee  Biggs,  President 


MONROE  COURTT  ZHDUSTRIIU.  DEVELOPMENT  BOARD 

P.O.  BOX  214 

NONROEVZLLE,  AL  36461 


March  14,  1995 

Honorable  John  T.  Meyers /  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Rayburn  Houee  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Meyers: 

The  Monroe  County  Industrial  Development  Board  ie  in  support  of 
the  Coosa-Alabaraa  River  Improvement  Association's  funding 
requests  for  fiscal  year  1996.   Our  board  ie  part  of  a  collective 
group  with  the  common  goal  of  maintaining  and  extending  the 
waterway.   As  such,  we  represent  our  local  employers  whose 
interests  in  maintaining,  improving  and  extending  the  waterway 
are  vital  to  their  economic  survival  and  profitability.   As  a 
group  whose  chief  focus  is  to  recruit  new  industry  to  our  region, 
the  navigability  of  the  Alabama  River  is  critical  to  our  success. 

We  specifically  request  that  Federal  maintenance  and  operation  of 
the  Alabama  River  waterway  from  Mobile  to  Montgomery  as  well  as 
Mobile  Harbor  be  continued.   In  addition,  the  investment  in  a 
fourth  dam  in  the  area  south  of  Claiborne  would  make  the  Alabama 
River  useable  year-round  and  would  be  a  point  of  enhancement  for 
our  economic  development  efforts  in  this  region.   Waterways 
provide  efficient  transportation  and  productivity  that  lowers 
inflation  and  reduces  national  deficits.   Enhancement  of  our 
local  waterways  will  make  our  region  more  attractive  to  new  and 
expanding  industry. 

in  addition,  during  the  reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  the  Congress  should  amend  the  Act  to  require  the 
consideration  of  economic  impacts  in  a  decision  to  list  a  species 
as  endangered  or  threatened,  as  well  as  mandatory  designation  of 
critical  habitat  at  the  time  the  species  is  listed.   The  treat  to 
list  the  Alabama  sturgeon  as  an  endangered  species  threatens  the 
economic  livelihood  of  several  of  our  area  industries.   Therefore 
we  should  like  this  law  closely  reviewed. 


Thank  you.  in  advance  for  your  consideration. 
Respectfully  j^ubmitted, 

retary-Treasurer 


Respectfully  aubm; 
Harvel  Dea8,v  Secr« 
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POST  OmCE  BOX  214  -  MONROE VUXE,  ALABAMA  3646 1 
March  14,  1995 


Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 
House  Subconanittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Rayburn  House  Building 
Washington,  D.c.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Meyers: 

The  Monroeville  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  is  in  support  of  the 
Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement  Association's  funding  requests 
for  fiscal  year  1996.   Our  Chamber  of  Commerce  is  part  of  a 
collective  group  with  the  common  goal  of  maintaining  and 
extending  the  waterway.   As  such,  we  represent  our  local 
employers  whose  interests  in  maintaining,  improving  and  extending 
the  waterway  are  vital  to  their  economic  survival  and 
profitability. 

We  specifically  request  that  Federal  maintenance  and  operation  of 
the  Alabama  River  waterway  from  Mobile  to  Montgomery  as  well  as 
Mobile  Harbor  be  continued.   In  addition,  the  investment  in  a 
fourth  dam  in  the  area  south  of  Claiborne  would  make  the  Alabama 
River  useable  year-round  and  would  be  a  point  of  enhancement  for 
our  economic  development  efforts  in  this  region.   Waterways 
provide  efficient  transportation  and  productivity  that  lowers 
inflation  and  reduces  national  deficits.   Enhancement  of  our 
local  waterways  will  make  our  region  more  attractive  to  new  and 
expanding  industry. 

In  addition,  during  the  reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  the  Congress  should  amend  the  Act  to  require  the 
consideration  of  economic  impacts  in  a  decision  to  list  a  species 
as  endangered  or  threatened,  as  well  as  mandatory  designation  of 
critical  habitat  at  the  time  the  species  is  listed.   The  treat  to 
list  the  Alabama  sturgeon  as  an  endangered  species  threatens  the 
economic  livelihood  of  several  of  our  area  industries.   Therefore 
we  should  like  this  law  closely  reviewed. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  of  our  funding 
request. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Ronny  Darby/ President 
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Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman  March  21,  1995 

House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  and  Water  Development 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

2372  Rayburn  House  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

To  favor  brevity,  allow  me  to  list  a  few  points  which  I  con- 
sider to  be  most  important  when  discussing  water-related 
issues. 

1.  The  Endangered  Species  Act  must  be  revised.  Very 
few  Alabamians  will  quarrel  with  the  basic  premises 

of  the  act,  but  the  majority  will  condemn  the  brutish 
actions  of  certain  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  community 
interested  less  in  pure  science  than  in  exerting  uni- 
lateral pressure  on  legitimate  business  interests 
trying  to  provide  jobs  and  products  for  thousands 
of  Americans  throughout  the  land.  Economic  analyses 
must  be  part  and  parcel  of  the  listing  process. 

2 .  The  study  currently  undertaken  by  the  states  of 
Georgia,  Florida,  and  Alabama,  and  aided  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  should  be  continued  and  used  as  a  model 
for  the  cooperative  use  of  water  in  this  country.  Re- 
guest  continued  funding  for  this  project. 

3.  There  appears  to  be  ample  evidence  to  justify  a  con- 
tinued and  intensified  study  of  the  need  for  a  fourth 
lock  and  dam  south  of  Clairborne  on  the  Alabama  River. 

I  would  like  to  see  a  serious  effort  to  continue  the 
upgrade  process  of  the  Alabama  River  —  the  lock  and 
dam  would  provide  the  reliability  that  has  been  needed 
for  so  long  and  would  be  an  integral  part  of  the  effort. 

4.  Please  assure  continued  funding  for  operations  and 
maintenance  activities  designed  to  keep  the  River  in 
top  condition.  Only  by  doing  this  can  we  be  assured  of 
keeping  the  users  operating  on  this  waterway  as  well  as 
bringing  new  businesses  into  the  area. 


TWIN  OAKS  OFFICE 

2749  Eastern  Bypass  •  Mon'.gonery.  Alabama  36117-1549  •  (205)  277-8687 

EACH  Off  ICE  INDEPENDCHTLY  OWNED  AND  OPEFIATED 
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5.  Review  the  Coosa  River  Navigation  Project  for  cur- 
rency and  update  the  engineering  studies  to  enable 
immediate  construction  when  funding  becomes  available. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  wise  appropriation  of  available  funds  is, 
as  you  well  know,  becoming  more  and  more  of  a  challenge  to 
you  and  your  colleagues.  It  is  my  firm  belief  that  those 
federally  sponsored  and  funded  activities  which  contribute 
to  the  economic  well-being  of  our  nation  should  assume  great- 
er and  greater  importance  in  your  deliberations.  That  test 
is  well-met  by  our  requests  which  I  have  noted. 

Good  luck  in  your  deliberations! 


TWIN  OAKS  OFFICE 

2749  Eastern  Bypass  •  Montgomery,  Alabama  36117-1549  •  (205)  277-1 

EACH  OfFICE  INDEPBNOENTLy  OWNED  AND  OPERATED 
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f  OLOen  THAN  THE  STATB 
WILLUH  F.  JOSEPH.  JR..  CHAIRMAN 

^z':^o::r  montgome#mn|ommission  ™;^;i2:^ 

ULUAN  H.JACKSON  JjOBHZ*L.M.1«7  FAX  (334)  »^25M 


March   21,    1995 


Honorable  John  T.  Hyere,  Chairman 

House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriationa  for 

Energy  and  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Rayburn  House  Building 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

The  Montgomery  County  Commission  has  a  vital  interest  in  the  devel- 
opment of  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  project  which  was  originally  authorized  by 
the  Congress  in  1945.   The  benefits  which  accrue  to  the  citizens  of  this 
region,  and  to  the  nation,  fully  justify  the  complete  construction  and 
operation  of  this  economical  waterway. 

We  fully  support  the  testimony  provided  by  the  Coosa-Alabama  River 
Improvement  Association.   For  many  years  this  group  has  represented  us  and  they 
accurately  reflect  our  feelings  of  support  for  this  waterway  project. 

Of  particular  interest  to  us  is  resumed  funding  for  design  and  engineering 
work  on  the  Coosa  Project,  which  was  suspended  in  1983. 


The  requested  appropriation  to  continue  the  operation  and  mai 
of  the  entire  system,  including  the  reservoirs  and  hydropower  plants,  is  essential 
to  the  continuity  of  this  project.   We  believe  this  project  directly  relates 
to  lowered  freight  rates  and  improves  the  export  market  and  creates  a  positive 
improvement  on  our  nation's  trade  balance. 

We  urge  your  favorable  consideration  of  the  recommended  appropriations 
for  FY96.   Adequate  funding  as  requested  is  necessary  to  insure  that  progress  is 
made  for  further  development  of  the  system  and  to  properly  operate  and  maintain  the 
existing  portion.   Similar  information  has  been  sent  to  Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenici, 
Chairman,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development, 
regarding  this  matter. 


Mr.  Jerry  L.  Sailors,  Executive  Vice  President 
Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement  Association,  Inc. 
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COOSA-ALABAMA  RIVER  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION'S 

DELEGATION 

APPEARING  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  HEARINGS 

MARCH  21,  1995 
Raybum  House  Office  Building,  Room  2362-B,  Washington,  D.C. 


1.  J.  T.  "Tom"  McKenzie,  Pres.,  C.A.R.I.A.,  Gadsden,  AL 

2.  Charlotte  McKenzie,  Gadsden,  AL 

3.  Jerry  L.  Sailors,  Executive  Vice  Pres.,  C.A.R.I.A.,  Montgomery,  AL 

4.  Ralph  O.  Clemens,  Jr.,  Travel  Agents  Intematioal,  Montgomery,  AL 

5.  Florence  Clemens,  Travel  Agents  International,  Montgomery,  AL 

6.  Walter  B.  Stevenson,  Jr.,  State  of  Alabama,  ADECA,  Montgomery,  AL 

7.  Phillip  Sanguinetti,  President,  The  Anniston  Star,  Anniston,  AL 

8.  Mayor  Sue  Glidewell,  Rainbow  City,  AL 

9.  Judge  Otha  Lee  Biggs,  Monroe  County,  Monroeville,  AL 

10.  John  Carey,  Alabama  State  Docks,  Mobile,  AL 

11.  Robin  P.  Head,  Administrative  Asst.,  C. A.R.I. A.,  Montgomery,  AL 

12.  Randal  C.  Head,  Montgomery,  AL 

13.  Bill  Satterfield,  Balch  &  Bingham,  Birmingham,  AL 

14.  Allen  Owen,  Mead  Corporation,  Opelika,  AL 

15.  Sid  Hawkes,  Mead  Corporation,  Washington,  D.C. 

16.  Kaye  Stinson,  Mead  Corporation,  Washington,  D.C. 

17.  Sheldon  Morgan,  Sr.  VP,  First  Alabama  Bank,  Mobile,  AL 

18.  Eddie  Brister,  Mobile  Bay  Towing/Mobile  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Mobile,  AL 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN  &  DISTINGUISHED  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS: 


THIS  STATEMENT  INCLUDES  THE  FOLLOWING: 

A)  A   PLEA  TO   EXERCISE  CAUTION  AND  DUE  DELIBERATION  BEFORE 
MAKING  CUTS  IN  OUR  NATION'S  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM. 

B)  SUPPORT  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  AREAS: 

1)  O&M  FUNDING  FOR  THE  COOSA-ALABAMA  BASINS  AS  WELL  AS 
MOBILE  HARBOR. 

2)  FUNDING  FOR  THE  FOURTH  LOCK  &  DAM  STUDY; 

3)  REOPENING  THE  COOSA  NAVIGATION  PROJECT. 

4)  RESISTING  ANY  ATTEMPT  TO  RAISE  USER  FUEL  TAX  ON  THE 
INLAND  RIVER  NAVIGATION  INDUSTRY; 

5)  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  TRI-STATE  COMPREHENSIVE  WATER 
ALLOCATION  STUDY. 

6)  AMENDING  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  OF  1973  TO  REQUIRE  AN 
ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS  DURING  LISTING  AND  TO  ESTABLISH  A 
BALANCE  TO  THE  PROSECUTION  OF  A  LISTING. 


EXPANDED  STATEMENT 

THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT  TO  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
MY  PERSPECTIVE  ON  SEVERAL  TOPICS  OF  INTEREST  TO  THOSE  WHO  ARE 
INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROMOTION  OF  OUR  NATION'S  WATERWAYS  IN  GENERAL,  AND 
TO  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COOSA-ALABAMA  RIVER  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 
IN  PARTICULAR.  AS  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION,  I  SPEAK  FOR  A 
LARGE  AND  DIVERSE  GROUP  OF  PRIVATE  CITIZENS  AND  POLITICAL  AND 
INDUSTRIAL  ORGANIZATIONS  WHO  SEE  THE  CONTINUED  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE 
COOSA-ALABAMA  WATERWAY  AS  AN  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  IN  OUR 
REGION  AS  WELL  AS  THE  NATION. 

OUR  MEMBERSHIP  REFLECTS  A  BROAD  RANGE  OF  CALLINGS  AND 
PROFESSIONS,  EACH  WITH  A  WELL-DEFINED  INTEREST  IN  WATERWAY 
DEVELOPMENT.  SOME  USE  THE  WATERWAY  NOW,  EITHER  AS  SHIPPER  OR  TOW 
OPERATORS  WHILE  OTHERS  ARE  BUSINESSMEN,  BANKERS  AND  A  VARIETY  OF 
OTHER  PRIVATE  INDIVIDUALS  WHO  HAVE  A  STAKE  IN  FUTURE  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  FOR  THEIR  FIRMS  AND  SUCCESSORS  TO  ENJOY.  THEN  THERE  IS 
A  LARGER  GROUP  OF  ELECTED  OFFICIALS  AND  THEIR  CONSTITUENTS  TYPICAL 
OF  THE  TWENTY-THREE  MUNICIPALITIES  AND  NINETEEN  COUNTIES  ALONG  THE 
WATERWAY  WHO  ARE  MEMBERS  OF  THIS  ASSOCIATION.  THESE  MEMBERS  ARE 
WORKING  DILIGENTLY  TO  DEVELOP  OUR  WATERWAY  INTO  A  PRODUCTIVE  PART 
OF  THE  RIVER  INFRASTRUCTURE  OF  THE  STATE  AND  NATION.   THEIR  EFFORTS 
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SPRING  FROM  A  DESIRE  NOT  ONLY  TO  IMPROVE  THE  ECONOMIC  CONTRIBUTION 
OF  ENHANCED  TRANSPORTATION  AVAILABLE  TO  USERS,  BUT  TO  PROVIDE  A 
MEANS  OF  GROWTH. 

I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  PREFACE  OUR  REQUESTS  FOR  SPECIFIC  FUNDING 
LINES  WITH  A  FEW  REMARKS  REGARDING  THE  MOOD  AND  TONE  OF  BUDGET 
CUTTING  EXERCISES  WITHIN  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT,  AS  THEY  APPLY  TO 
OUR  NATION'S  WATERWAYS. 

AS  AN  ASSOCIATION  OF  BUSINESSES,  MUNICIPALITIES  AND  PRIVATE 
INDIVIDUALS  WE  APPLAUD  THE  EFFORTS  OF  THE  PRESIDENT  AND  CONGRESS  TO 
REDUCE  THE  FEDERAL  DEFICIT  THROUGH  REAL  SPENDING  CUTS.  HOWEVER,  WE 
URGE  CAUTION  AND  DUE  DELIBERATION  BEFORE  MAKING  CAPRICIOUS  AND 
ARBITRARY  CUTS  INTO  THE  NATION'S  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM. 
TRANSPORTATION  NETWORKS  ARE  VITAL  TO  THIS  NATION'S  WELFARE,  AND  AS 
SUCH,  THEIR  MAINTENANCE  AND  IMPROVEMENT  ARE  INCUMBENT  ON  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT.  WHERE  IT  MAKES  SENSE  FOR  STATES  OR  PRIVATE 
ENTERPRISE  TO  TAKE  OVER  FEDERAL  RESPONSIBILITIES,  THEN  LET'S  DO  IT, 
BUT  THE  DECISION  SHOULD  BE  BASED  ON  WHAT'S  BEST  IN  THE  WATERWAYS 
SYSTEM,  FOR  THE  NATION  IN  THE  LONG  RUN,  NOT  PURELY  ON  THE  MONEY 
FACTOR,  CHANGE  FOR  CHANGE  SAKE,  OR  SIMPLE  EXPEDIENCY.  MOST,  AND 
MOST  LIKELY  ALL,  STATES  ARE  NOT  IN  THE  POSITION  TO  ABSORB 
ADDITIONAL  RESPONSIBILITIES  SUCH  AS  FLOOD  CONTROL  OR  PERMITTING 
WITHOUT  ADDITIONAL  RESOURCES.  WITHOUT  THOSE  RESOURCES,  WE  WOULD 
PROBABLY  SEE  A  DEGRADATION  OF  THE  WATERWAYS  NETWORK  AND  A  CERTAIN 
DISINCENTIVE  FOR  INVESTMENT.  IF  THAT  WERE  THE  CASE,  THEN  WE  WOULD 
BE  WISE  TO  RETAIN  FEDERAL  CONTROL. 

YOU  HAVE  HAD  TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ADVOCATING 
TURNING  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS'  CIVIL  WORKS  PROGRAM  OVER  TO  STATE 
OR  PRIVATE  MANAGERS.  AGAIN,  WE  URGE  CAUTION  AND  DUE  DELIBERATION 
IN  SUCH  A  MOVE.  HAVING  ONE  AGENCY  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  MAINTAINING  THE 
LOCKS  AND  DAMS  ON  THE  ALABAMA  RIVER,  FOR  EXAMPLE,  PROVIDES  BENEFITS 
THAT  CAN'T  BE  MEASURED  IN  DOLLARS  AND  CENTS.  SECURITY, 
RESPONSIVENESS  AND  HISTORICAL  KNOWLEDGE  ARE  INCALCULABLE  TO  USERS 
OF  THE  RIVER.  THE  CORPS'  EXPERIENCE  AND  THE  O&M  FUNDING  THAT 
SUPPORTS  THAT  EXPERIENCE  ARE  PUBLIC  INVESTMENTS  IN  INFRASTRUCTURE. 
SLASHING  THAT  INVESTMENT  DOES  NOT  AUTOMATICALLY  TRANSLATE  INTO 
PRIVATE  PROSPERITY. 

WITH  THAT  BEING  SAID,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  IN  THESE  TIMES  OF  TIGHT 
BUDGETS  AND,  HOPEFULLY,  MORE  FISCAL  RESPONSIBILITY,  IT  IS 
IMPERATIVE  THAT,  WITHIN  ANY  APPROPRIATION,  PRIORITIES  BE  SET  TO 
ENSURE  THE  LONG  TERM  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  RIVER 
SYSTEM.  WE  ARE  CONCERNED  THAT  ANY  BUDGET  STRATEGY  THAT  REDUCES 
FUNDING  FOR  THE  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  INLAND  AND 
INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAYS  WILL  HAVE  A  DETRIMENTAL  EFFECT  ON  THAT 
ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  DEVELOPMENT.  WE  CANNOT  ALLOW  THAT  TO  HAPPEN. 
IN  THE  ALABAMA-COOSA  RIVER  BASIN,  WE  MUST  BE  ABLE  TO  MAINTAIN  THE 
EXISTING  RIVER  PROJECTS  AND  FACILITIES  THAT  SUPPORT  THE  COMMERCIAL 
NAVIGATION,  HYDROPOWER  AND  RECREATIONAL  ACTIVITIES  SO  CRITICAL  TO 
OUR  REGION'S  ECONOMY.  THE  FIRST  PRIORITY  MUST  BE  THE  O&M  FUNDING 
APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO  MAINTAIN  THOSE  PROJECTS 
ON  THE  ALABAMA  AND  COOSA  RIVERS  THAT  PERPETUATE  NAVIGATION, 
HYDROPOWER  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL.  BUDGET  REQUESTS  FOR  THE  INDIVIDUAL 
PROJECTS  ARE  LISTED  BELOW: 
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ASSOCIATION'S 
BUDGET  REQUEST 

$ 

5, 

,668, 

,000 

$ 

5, 

,156, 

,000 

$ 

3, 

,688, 

,000 

$ 

17, 

,780, 

,000 

$ 

5, 

,894, 

,000 

$ 

5, 

,218, 

,000 

ALABAMA-COOSA  RIVER,  AL* 
(AL  RIVER  INCL  CLAIBORNE  L&D) 

MILLER'S  FERRY  L&D** 

ROBERT  F.  HENRY  L&D*** 

MOBILE  HARBOR 

LAKE  ALLATOONA,  GA 

CARTER'S  LAKE,  GA 

LOWER  ALABAMA  NAVIGATION  STUDY  (AL 
RIVER  SOUTH  OF  CLAIBORNE) 

-  RECONNAISSANCE  PHASE  $       238,000 

TOTALS  $    43,642,000 

*INCLUDES  7  2  MILES  FROM  THE  MOUTH  OF  THE  ALABAMA  RIVER  THROUGH 
CLAIBORNE  L&D  TO  MILLER'S  FERRY.  COOSA  RIVER  NOT  INCLUDED.   ALSO 
INCLUDES  MONIES  FOR  LAND  ACQUISITION  AND  MONITORING  PROGRAMS. 

**INCLUDES  FUNDING  TO  BEGIN  GENERATOR  REWINDING  PROJECT. 

***INCLUDES  FUNDING  TO  COMPLETE  GENERATOR  REWINDING  PROJECT. 


REHABILITATION  OF  EXISTING  FACILITIES,  MAINTENANCE  DREDGING 
AND  MODIFICATION  OF  TRAINING  DIKES  ARE  INCORPORATED  INTO  THESE 
REQUESTS,  AND  ARE  CRITICAL  TO  KEEPING  THE  WATERWAY  PRODUCTIVE  AND 
IN  A  POSITION  TO  ATTRACT  NEW  BUSINESS  AND  INDUSTRIAL  TRAFFIC. 

TO  ATTRACT  NEW  BUSINESS  AND  INDUSTRIAL  TRAFFIC,  WE  MUST 
IMPROVE  THE  INFRASTRUCTURE  OF  THE  RIVER  SYSTEM.  WE  FULLY  SUPPORT 
THE  FUNDING  THAT  ALLOWS  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO  STUDY  WAYS  TO 
IMPROVE  THE  NAVIGATIONAL  RELIABILITY  OF  THE  LOWER  ALABAMA  RIVER 
BELOW  CLAIBORNE  DAM.  WE  THINK  THE  MOST  EFFECTIVE  AND,  IN  THE  LONG 
RUN,  THE  MOST  BENEFICIAL  WAY  TO  INCREASE  THAT  RELIABILITY  IS  BY 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  FOURTH  LOCK  AND  DAM  AT  THE  APPROPRIATE  SITE. 
INCREASED  RELIABILITY  IS  THE  ONLY  WAY  PROSPECTIVE  INVESTORS  WILL 
ENTERTAIN  ESTABLISHING  AN  INDUSTRY  THAT  USES  THE  RIVER  FOR 
TRANSPORTATION. 

IN  THE  SAME  VEIN,  ONE  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION'S  MAJOR  OBJECTIVES, 
MR.  CHAIRMAN,  IS  THE  COMPLETION  OF  THE  COOSA  RIVER  NAVIGATION 
PROJECT.  EACH  OF  US  HERE  KNOWS  THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  ATTEMPT  TO 
ESTABLISH  THE  NAVIGATION  CHANNEL  CONNECTING  MONTGOMERY,  GADSDEN  AND 
ROME,  GEORGIA,  SO  I  WON'T  REVIEW  THAT  HISTORY,  BUT  THE  PROPOSAL  IS 
IN  LINE  WITH  OUR  EMPHASIS  ON  BOTH  INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT  AND  THE 
CREATION  OF  JOBS  AND  ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITY  THROUGHOUT  OUR  REGION. 
PLEASE  REMEMBER  THAT  THE  PRE-DESIGN  ENGINEERING  SURVEYS  ARE 
COMPLETE,  SO  THAT  ONE  OF  THE  MOST  TIME-CONSUMING  REQUIREMENTS  OF 


THE  PROJECT  IS  ALREADY  ON-THE-SHELF.  WITH  PROPER  INITIAL  FUNDING, 
THE  PROJECT  COULD  BE  UNDERTAKEN  IN  A  RELATIVELY  SHORT  TIME. 
ESTIMATES  FOR  COMPLETION  VARY,  BUT  7  YEARS  WITH  EMPLOYMENT 
POTENTIAL  OF  12,000  JOBS  WOULD  BE  ANTICIPATED. 

SEVERAL  ADVANTAGES  WOULD  ACCRUE  AS  A  RESULT  OF  EFFORTS  TO 
REESTABLISH  THE  PROJECT: 

1)  THIS  WOULD  BE  ONE  OF  THE  LARGEST  AND  MOST  RAPID  GENERATORS  OF 
JOBS  CURRENTLY  AVAILABLE. 

2)  THE  COOSA  RIVER  NAVIGATION  PROJECT  WOULD  ENERGIZE  A  LARGE 
SECTION  OF  ALABAMA  AND  A  SMALLER  PORTION  OF  GEORGIA  THAT 
REPRESENT  SUBSTANTIAL  GROWTH  POTENTIAL. 

3)  THE  PRESIDENT'S  CONTENTION  THAT  NOW  IS  THE  TIME  FOR 
INFRASTRUCTURE  INVESTMENT  WOULD  BE  SUPPORTED. 

4)  THE  WATERWAY  CONNECTION  FROM  THE  PORT  OF  MOBILE  TO  ITS 
INDUSTRIAL  MARKETS  IN  THE  NORTHEAST  ALABAMA  AND  NORTHWEST 
GEORGIA  WOULD  BE  COMPLETE. 

ANOTHER  MECHANISM  TO  MAKE  THE  RIVER  SYSTEM  ATTRACTIVE  TO 
POTENTIAL  USERS  IS  TO  KEEP  THE  COST  OF  SHIPPING  VIA  WATERWAYS  DOWN. 
THE  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  FOR  FY96  DOES  NOT  CURRENTLY  INCLUDE  A 
PROPOSAL  TO  INCREASE  A  USER'S  FUEL  TAX,  BUT  WE  ARE  WELL  AWARE  THAT 
THAT  PROPOSAL  IS  STILL  IN  THE  MINDS  OF  SOME  IN  THE  ADMINISTRATION. 
WE  HAVE  IN  THE  PAST  LISTED  SOME  OF  THE  NEGATIVE  ASPECTS  OF  SUCH  A 
PROPOSAL,  SO  SUFFICE  IT  TO  SAY  HERE  THAT  AN  INCREASE  IN  USER  FUEL 
TAX  WILL  HAVE  DETRIMENTAL  EFFECT  IN  THE  SHORT  RUN  ON  CONSUMER 
PRICES  AND  TRADE  BALANCE,  AND  IN  THE  LONG  RUN  ON  THE  FEDERAL- 
PRIVATE  PARTNERSHIP  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  WATERWAYS  SYSTEM. 

AS  ONE  OF  THE  MOST  EFFICIENT  MODES  OF  TRANSPORTATION  THIS 
COUNTRY  POSSESSES,  THE  WATERWAY  SYSTEM  NEEDS  MORE  INCENTIVES  FOR 
INVESTMENT,  NOT  OBSTACLES  AND  DISINCENTIVES. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THERE  ARE  TWO  OTHER  ISSUES  I  WISH  TO  ADDRESS. 
ONE  OF  THE  MOST  VISIBLE  PROJECTS  FOR  WHICH  FUNDING  HAS  BEEN  USED  IN 
THE  PAST  THREE  YEARS  IS  THE  COMPREHENSIVE  STUDY  OF  THE  ALABAMA- 
COOSA-TALLAPOOSA  AND  THE  APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT  RIVER 
BASINS.  THIS  STUDY,  WHICH  WILL  IDENTIFY  A  MECHANISM  BY  WHICH  THE 
GOVERNORS  OF  ALABAMA,  GEORGIA  AND  FLORIDA  PLUS  THE  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  CAN  COORDINATE  A  REASONABLE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  WATER 
SUPPLY  OF  THE  TWO  BASINS,  NEEDS  TO  HAVE  SUPPORT  IN  THIS  BUDGET  TO 
MEET  ITS  OBJECTIVE.  SINCE  THE  ISSUE  OF  WATER  DISTRIBUTION  WAS 
RAISED  IN  1989,  WE  HAVE  SUPPORTED  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  SUCH  A 
MECHANISM,  AN  ESSENTIAL  ELEMENT  IN  THE  FUTURE  ENVIRONMENTAL  AND 
ECONOMIC  WELL-BEING  OF  THE  THREE  STATES. 

THE  LAST  ISSUE  I  WISH  TO  ADDRESS  IS  A  PLEA  BASED  ON  OUR 
EXPERIENCES  OVER  THE  PAST  FOUR  YEARS  WITH  ATTEMPTS  BY  THE  FISH  AND 
WILDLIFE  SERVICE  TO  LIST  THE  ALABAMA  STURGEON  AS  ENDANGERED  UNDER 
THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  OF  1973.  AS  YOU  KNOW,  IN  DECEMBER  OF 
1994,  THE  SECRETARY  OF  INTERIOR,  MR.  BABBITT,  DECIDED  NOT  TO  LIST 
THE  ALABAMA  STURGEON,  CITING  A  LACK  OF  SCIENTIFIC  EVIDENCE  THAT  THE 
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FISH  WAS  A  SEPARATE  AND  DISTINCT  SPECIES  OR  EVEN  CURRENTLY  EXISTED 
IN  THE  HABITAT  SCRUTINIZED.  I  WON'T  GO  INTO  THE  LONG,  AND  OFTEN 
BEWILDERING,  STORY  THAT  EVOLVED  BEFORE  MR.  BABBITT'S  DECISION,  BUT 
I  WANT  TO  POINT  OUT  THE  POTENTIALLY  DEVASTATING  EFFECT  POSSIBLE 
WHEN  ONE  AGENCY,  SUCH  AS  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE,  BECOMES  THE 
PROSECUTOR,  JUDGE,  JURY  AND  EXECUTIONER  OF  ANY  PROPOSAL  UNDER  THE 
ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT.  THERE  IS  NO  BALANCE  IN  THE  SYSTEM. 
ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL  FACTORS  ARE  NOT  EVEN  CONSIDERED  UNTIL  A  LISTING 
IS  MADE.  HISTORY  HAS  SHOWN  US  THAT,  DESPITE  ASSURANCES  OF  "NO 
EFFECT"  OR  "MINIMAL  IMPACT"  ON  ECONOMIC  AND  OPERATIONAL 
CONSIDERATION  ASSOCIATED  WITH  A  LISTING,  THE  OPPOSITE  HAS  OFTEN 
BEEN  THE  CASE.  THE  ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL  FACTORS,  PREPARED  BY  A  BODY 
SEPARATE  BUT  EQUAL  IN  AUTHORITY  TO  FWS  MUST  BE  ADDRESSED  DURING  THE 
PROPOSAL  STAGE,  NOT  AFTER  A  LISTING  IS  APPROVED.  THE  SECRETARY  OF 
INTERIOR,  OR  WHOEVER  MAKE  THE  FINAL  DECISION,  MUST  HAVE  ALL  OF  THE 
PROS  AND  CONS  OF  A  PROPOSAL  BEFORE  DECIDING  WHAT  IS  BEST  FOR  THE 
PEOPLE  AFFECTED  BY  SUCH  A  PROPOSAL.  THEREFORE,  WE  FULLY  SUPPORT 
AMENDING  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  TO  REFLECT  THE  PROVISIONS  I 
HAVE  JUST  DESCRIBED. 

IN  CLOSING,  WE  REQUEST  YOUR  SUPPORT  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  AREAS: 

1)  O&M  FUNDING  FOR  THE  COOSA-ALABAMA  BASINS  AS  WELL  AS  MOBILE 
HARBOR. 

2)  FUNDING  FOR  THE  FOURTH  LOCK  AND  DAM  STUDY; 

3)  REOPENING  THE  COOSA  NAVIGATION  PROJECT. 

4)  RESISTING  ANY  ATTEMPT  TO  RAISE  USER  FUEL  TAX  ON  THE  INLAND 
RIVER  NAVIGATION  INDUSTRY; 

5)  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  TRI-STATE  COMPREHENSIVE  WATER 
ALLOCATION  STUDY. 

6)  AMENDING  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  OF  1973  TO  REQUIRE  AN 
ECONOMIC  ANALYSIS  DURING  LISTING  AND  TO  ESTABLISH  A  BALANCE  TO 
THE  PROSECUTION  OF  A  LISTING. 

WE  SINCERELY  APPRECIATE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SPEAK  BEFORE  YOUR 
SUBCOMMITTEE  AND  WISH  TO  EXPRESS  OUR  GRATITUDE  TO  YOU  AND  OTHER 
MEMBERS  OF  YOUR  COMMITTEE,  ESPECIALLY  MR.  TOM  BEVILL,  FOR  YOUR 
STRONG  SUPPORT  OF  THE  NATION'S  WATERWAYS.  YOUR  CONCERN  AND 
GRACIOUS  ATTENTION  TO  OUR  ISSUES  GIVE  US  A  DEEP  SENSE  OF 
SATISFACTION  AND  A  RAY  OF  HOPE  TO  THOSE  WHO  HAVE  THE  VISION  TO  PLAN 
FOR  THE  FUTURE. 


RESPECTFULLY , 

J.  THOMAS  MCKENZIE,  PRESIDENT 
COOSA-ALABAMA  RIVER  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 

APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT  RIVERS 
SYSTEM 

WITNESSES 

BEN  F.  BOWDEN,  PRESroENT,  TRI-RIVERS  WATERWAY  DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION 

SANDRA  L.  VANDERGRIFF,  EXECUTIVE   DIRECTOR,  TRI-RTVERS  WA- 
TERWAY DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

HOMER  B.  HIRT,  NAVIGATION  DIRECTOR,  TRI-RIVERS  WATERWAY  DE- 
VELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

PHILLIP    HORNSBY,    DIRECTOR,    TRI-RIVERS    WATERWAY    DEVELOP- 
MENT ASSOCIATION 

GLENN  WADDELL,  BALCH  &  BINGHAM 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next,  Mr.  Ben  Bowden  and  Sandra,  aren't  they 
going  to  let  you  testify? 

Ms.  Vandagriff.  No,  they  are  just  going  to  let  me  do  the  intro- 
ductions. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  pleased  to  have  each  of  you.  The  Tri-Rivers 
Waterway  Development  Association.  And  this  is  certainly  the  lead- 
ers of  this  water  development  and  supporters  who  have  done  a 
great  job  with  it.  And  it  is  very  important  waterway  in  southeast 
Alabama,  southwest  Georgia  and  northern  Florida.  So  we  are  de- 
lighted to  have  you  with  us. 

You  may  proceed  as  you  wish  and  the  Chair  will  recognize  you, 
Sandra. 

Ms.  Vandagriff.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  testify  before  you  today. 

I  am  the  Executive  Director  for  Tri-Rivers  Waterway  Develop- 
ment Association.  Mr.  Ben  Bowden  is  our  President  and  he  will  be 
presenting  our  testimony. 

I  have  with  me  Glenn  Waddell  with  Balch  &  Bingham,  and  our 
Navigation  Director,  Mr.  Homer  Hirt  from  Florida. 

Mr.  Bowden.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  committee  Mem- 
bers. 

We  are  privileged  to  be  here  to  present  to  you  the  needs  of  the 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  Inland  Waterway  System.  I  am 
Ben  Bowden,  President  of  the  Association. 

Our  Association  continues  to  hold  as  its  objectives,  the  effective 
development,  utilization  and  maintenance  of  the  Appalachian-Chat- 
tahoochee-Flint  Inland  Waterways  River  System. 

All  of  the  officers  and  members  support  not  only  commercial 
navigation  and  hydroelectric  power  generation,  but  we  remain 
deeply  concerned  with  water  quality,  flood  erosion  control,  water 
supply  and  drought  management  and  wildlife  enhancement,  and  in 
short,  we  concern  ourselves  with  the  equitable  use  of  all  of  this  nat- 
ural resource  and  for  all  of  the  inhabitants  of  this  tri-State  area; 
southeast  Alabama,  southwest  Georgia  and  Northwest  Florida. 

We  are  here  today  to  thank  you  for  the  funds  that  you  have  pro- 
vided us  in  the  past  and  for  the  continued  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  our  ACF  Waterway  and  river  system.  And  now  to  re- 
quest that  you  continue  the  funding  for  the  fiscal  year  1996. 
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Our  funding  request,  includes  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
our  river  system  and  its  five  multipurpose  dams.  These  are  the 
George  F.  Andrews  Lock  Dam  and  Lake;  Jim  Woodruff  Dam  and 
Lake  Seminole;  Buford  Dam  and  Lake  Sidney  Lanier;  Walter  F. 
George  Lock  Dam  and  Lake;  and  West  Point  Dam  and  Lake. 

Along  our  waterways,  it  is  a  fairly  new  waterway,  but  we  have 
six  public  ports  and  they  represent  an  investment  of  several  million 
dollars  from  our  States.  Moreover,  there  are  many  millions  more 
dollars  invested  by  private  facilities  and  by  industrial  operations. 
Navigation  users  and  commercial  interests  are  now  depending 
more  and  more  on  our  growing  waterways  system  for  their  trans- 
portation needs. 

As  I  heard  mentioned  earlier,  they  were  talking  about  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  and  I  think  in  our  testimony  last  year,  we 
expressed  concern  over  the  potential  impact  to  our  system,  the  AFC 
system,  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  boy,  it  was  not  long 
before  our  fears  were  realized.  August  the  3rd,  1994,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  proposed  to  list  seven  fresh  water  mussels  on  the 
ACF  system  as  endangered  or  threatened. 

Well,  based  on  our  extensive  and  detailed  review  of  this  proposal, 
it  is  our  belief  that  listing  these  mussels  could  cause  grievous  harm 
to  a  vast  number  of  economic  activities  in  our  region,  particularly 
navigation  on  ACF  system. 

And  they  have,  with  extremely  little  scientific  justification,  the 
Service  has  concluded  that  impoundments  and  channel  mainte- 
nance activities  on  our  system  are  harming  these  seven  mussels. 
In  spite  of  the  fact  that  we  have  independent  and  credible  sci- 
entists that  have  investigated  and  discovered  large  holes  in  their 
science  underlying  this  proposal,  the  Service  seems  intent  still 
upon  listing  these  mussels.  In  spite,  too,  of  the  fact  that  the  Service 
lacked  critical  information  on  the  life-cycle  and  the  biology  of  these 
mussels,  they  have  still  given  us  every  indication  that  they  will  list 
these  mussels. 

Now  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Service  has  no  idea  how  to  im- 
plement a  recovery  plan  for  these  species,  or  even  if  they  can  be 
recovered,  still  it  is  our  belief  that  the  Service  will  still  try  to  list 
these  mussels. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Service  would  have  you  believe  that  the  list- 
ing would  the  have  no  impact  on  our  region,  and  indeed  now  the 
Service  has  initiated  an  all-out  media  blitz  to  convey  that  very 
message  to  the  public.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  Service  is  trying 
to  pull  the  wool  over  your  eyes  and  ours.  And  as  an  example,  I 
want  to  tell  you  what  the  original  proposal  to  the  States  says,  it 
says:  "That  factors  contributing  to  habitat  loss  are:  impoundments, 
deteriorating  water  and  habitat  quality  resulting  from  channel 
modification,  which  would  be  dredging,  siltation,  agricultural  runoff 
from  crop  monoculture  and  poultry  farms,  silviculture  activities,  all 
of  your  forestry  industry,  mining  activities,  just  pollutants,  poor 
land  use  practices,  increased  urbanization  and  municipal  and  in- 
dustry waste  discharges,  even  roads  and  bridges." 

I  don't  know  if  they  left  out  anything.  I  think  they  covered  every- 
thing that  humans  have  ever  attempted  to  do. 

Statements  in  other  Service  documents  are  just  as  equally  alarm- 
ing. But  we  don't  have  sufficient  time  to  go  into  all  of  those. 
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We  and  our  users  have  presented  detailed  comments  to  the  Serv- 
ice in  opposition  of  this  proposal.  We  request  that  this  subcommit- 
tee support  in  forcing  the  Service  to  consider  seriously  the  public's 
comments  and  to  encourage  the  Service  to  withdraw  this  proposal. 

On  other  issues,  last  year,  we  discussed  with  the  committee  sev- 
eral problems  that  we  have  on  the  ACF  system,  and  first  was  the 
overflow  of  the  existing  dredge  sites  on  the  Apalachicola  River. 

The  second,  the  ownership  of  adjacent  lands  by  the  State  of  Flor- 
ida, which  precludes  the  acquisition  of  new  lands  by  the  U.S.  Corps 
of  Engineers.  Also,  at  that  time,  we  requested  that  the  Corps  con- 
sider new  and  different  methods  of  disposal  such  as  beach  and 
shoreline  renourishment. 

Third,  we  asked  that  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the  Mobile 
district  to  assure  users  of  adequate  channel  depth  for  at  least  250 
days  of  the  year  on  our  ACF  system.  This  is  so  that  economic  devel- 
opment groups  in  the  whole  Tri-State  area  can  utilize  this  inland 
waterway  as  a  unique  marketing  tool  to  attract  industry  with  this 
guarantee.  This  statement  is  necessary  to  reassure  potential  users 
of  the  reliability  of  the  waterway  and  transportation  on  the  ACF 
system. 

Now,  as  you  remember  as  a  result  of  this  request,  and  your  com- 
mitment to  do  it  for  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Energy  Water  Develop- 
ment Appropriation  Bill  contained  $100,000  to  complete  a  report  on 
the  obstacles  that  would  have  to  be  overcome  in  order  to  achieve 
this  250-day  navigation  season. 

Now,  this  request  says  also  that  this  report  should  be  provided 
to  the  committee  prior  testimony  on  the  fiscal  1996  budget.  This  re- 
port is  very  important  to  the  future  of  the  development  of  our  ACF 
system. 

The  preliminary  report  is  attached  to  our  testimony.  And  as  we 
understand,  the  final  version  should  be  completed  in  the  next  60 
days.  It  is  now  being  reviewed  for  approval  at  the  Office  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  here  in  Washington,  D.C.  We  request  that  you 
review  this  report  and  urge  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
implement  their  findings. 

Now,  although  this  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  report  discussed  the 
dredge  disposal  problem,  we  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention 
one  other  possible  solution.  The  tri-river  system  flows  through 
three  States,  Alabama,  Georgia  and  Florida.  And  Florida  is  the 
only  State  out  of  the  three  which  requires  local  sponsorship  instead 
of  Federal. 

And  we  have  six  counties  along  this  waterway  in  Florida  and 
they  are  financially  unable,  they  are  very  economically  depressed 
areas,  to  act  as  sponsors  on  the  State  of  this  waterway,  and  the 
State  of  Florida  has  refused  to. 

We  request  that  an  amendment  be  made  to  the  authorization 
which  would  allow  the  Federal  Government  to  take  over  sponsor- 
ship. Only  Congress  has  the  power  to  make  this  much-needed  im- 
provement to  our  system.  But  by  modifying  the  act,  the  Apalachi- 
cola River  segment  of  the  ACF  would  be  consistent  then  with  all 
other  inland  waterways  in  the  Nation.  But  most  importantly,  by 
achieving  the  Federal  sponsorship,  we  could  solve  many  of  our  dis- 
posal problems. 
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We  feel  that  this  could  be  accomplished,  as  is  illustrated  in  the 
report,  through  existing  authorities  such  as  we  have  in  Section  216 
of  the  1970  Flood  Control  Act,  and  we  have  many  other  authorities 
that  we  feel  that  could  be  used  to  accomplish  this. 

On  behalf  of  our  members  and  supporters  of  the  ACF,  our  water 
system,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  giving  me  this  opportunity 
to  testify  here  today.  We  are  grateful  for  your  leadership  and  your 
commitment  to  keep  our  Nation's  inland  waterway  system  as  viable 
entities  in  our  Nation's  economy. 

I  am  glad  we  are — we  have  some  people  here  with  us  that  could 
answer  most  any  question  I  think  that  you  might  have  of  us,  and 
we  look  forward  to  answering  any  question  that  you  might  have. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Ben  Bowden  and  additional  statements 
follow:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 
TRI  RIVERS  WATERWAY  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

SUBMITTED  BY 

BEN  F.  BOWDEN,  PRESIDENT 


CHAIRMAN  MYERS  AND  DISTINGUISHED  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS,  IT  IS  A 
PRIVILEGE  TO  PRESENT  THE  NEEDS  OF  THE  APALACHICOLA- 
CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT  INLAND  WATERWAY  AND  RIVER  SYSTEM  TO  YOU. 

I  AM  BEN  F.  BOWDEN,  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  TRI  RIVERS  WATERWAY 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION.   OUR  ASSOCIATION  CONTINUES  TO  HOLD  AS 
ITS  OBJECTIVES  THE  EFFECTIVE  DEVELOPMENT,  UTILIZATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT  INLAND 
WATERWAY  AND  RIVER  SYSTEM.   THE  OFFICERS  AND  MEMBERS  SUPPORT 
NOT  ONLY  COMMERCIAL  NAVIGATION  AND  HYDROELECTRIC  POWER 
GENERATION,  BUT  REMAIN  DEEPLY  CONCERNED  WITH  WATER  QUALITY, 
FLOOD  AND  EROSION  CONTROL,  WATER  SUPPLY  AND  DROUGHT 
MANAGEMENT,  RECREATION  AND  WILDLIFE  ENHANCEMENT.   IN  SHORT,  WE 
CONCERN  OURSELVES  WITH  THE  EQUITABLE  USE  OF  THIS  NATURAL 
RESOURCE  FOR  ALL  INHABITANTS  OF  THE  TRI-STATE  AREA  OF  SOUTHEAST 
ALABAMA,  SOUTHWEST  GEORGIA  AND  NORTHWEST  FLORIDA. 

WE  ARE  HERE  TODAY  TO  THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  FUNDS  YOU  HAVE 
PROVIDED  IN  THE  PAST  FOR  THE  CONTINUED  OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT  INLAND 
WATERWAY  AND  RIVER  SYSTEM,  AND  REQUEST  TO  THAT  YOU  CONTINUE 
FUNDING  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996.   OUR  FUNDING  REQUEST  CONCERNS  THE 
CONTINUED  OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  ACF  RIVER  SYSTEM 
AND  ITS  FIVE  MULTIPURPOSE  DAMS.   THESE  FUNDS  INCLUDE: 

OPERATION  &  MAINTENANCE  OF  THE  ACF  RIVER  SYSTEM 

INCLUDING  GEORGE  W.  ANDREWS  LOCK,  DAM  AND  LAKE  $  4,321,000 

JIM  WOODRUFF  LOCK,  DAM  AND  LAKE  SEMINOLE  $   5,1 1 1 ,000 

BUFORD  DAM  AND  LAKE  SIDNEY  LANIER  $   7,377,000 

WALTER  F.  GEORGE  LOCK,  DAM  AND  LAKE  $  6,434,000 

WEST  POINT  DAM  AND  UKE  $   5,114,000 
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THERE  ARE  SIX  PUBLIC  PORTS  ALONG  THE  ACF  WATERWAY 
REPRESENTING  AN  INVESTMENT  OF  OVER  $15  MILLION.   MOREOVER.  THERE 
ARE  MILLIONS  OF  ADDITIONAL  DOLLARS  INVESTED  IN  PRIVATE  FACILITIES 
AND  INDUSTRIAL  OPERATIONS.   NAVIGATION  USERS  AND  COMMERCIAL 
INTERESTS  ARE  DEPENDING  MORE  AND  MORE  ON  OUR  GROWING 
WATERWAY  SYSTEM  FOR  THEIR  TRANSPORTATION  NEEDS. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  DISCUS,  BRIEFLY,  ONE  CRITICAL 
ISSUE  NOW  AFFECTING  OUR  RIVER  SYSTEM.   WE  REALIZE  THE 
ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  AS  SUCH  IS  NOT  A  DIRECT  CONCERN  OF  THIS 
SUBCOMMITTEE,  BUT  THE  INEOUITIES  OF  THE  CURRENT  ACT  ADD  TO  THE 
COST  OF  CONSTRUCTING  AND  MAINTAINING  WATERWAYS  THROUGHOUT 
THE  NATION.   AS  WE  HAVE  SEEN  IN  RECENT  YEARS  THIS  INDUSTRY  HAS 
BEEN  IMPACTED  ALMOST  CONTINUOUSLY  BY  U.S  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE'S 
NUMEROUS  PROPOSALS  UNDER  THE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  AND  HAS 
NOW  BECOME  AN  APPROPRIATIONS  CONCERN  ALSO. 

UNCERTAINTY  OVER  WHETHER  OUR  SYSTEM  WILL  REMAIN 
NAVIGABLE  IN  LIGHT  OF  PROPOSED  CLASSIFICATION  OF  PLANTS  AND/  OR 
ANIMALS  AS  ENDANGERED  AND/OR  THREATENED  SPECIES  CREATES  AN 
UNDUE  BURDEN  ON  ASSOCIATIONS  SUCH  AS  OURS  THROUGHOUT  THE 
NATION.   THE  SO-CALLED  ALABAMA  STURGEON  IS  A  CASE  IN  POINT  BUT  IT  IS 
NOT  THE  ONLY  ONE.   LAST  YEAR  TRI  RIVERS  STATED  THAT  WE  HAD  JOINED 
WITH  OTHER  GROUPS  TO  EMPHASIZE  THE  NEED  FOR  REVISIONS  TO  THE 
ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT.  THAT  WE  WOULD  FIND  OURSELVES  AT  THE 
EPICENTER  OF  SUCH  A  PROBLEM  ON  THE  ACF  SYSTEM  LESS  THAN  A  YEAR 
LATER,  WAS  OF  COURSE  UNBEKNOWNST  TO  US,  AND  AN  INDICATION  OF 
HOW  FAR  REACHING  THESE  PROBLEMS  ARE  OCCURRING. 

TO  OUTLINE  THE  EVENTS  ON  OUR  SYSTEM  -  ON  AUGUST  3.  1994  THE 
U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  ("FWS")  PROPOSED  IN  THE  FEDERAL 
REGISTER  TO  LIST  FIVE  MUSSEL  SPECIES  AS   ENDANGERED  AND  TWO  AS 
THREATENED.   THEY  STATED  THAT  THE,  "FACTORS  CONTRIBUTING  TO  THE 
HABITAT  LOSS  ARE:  IMPOUNDMENTS  AND  DETERIORATING  WATER  AND 
[BOTTOM]  HABITAT  QUALITY  RESULTING  FROM  CHANNEL  MODIFICATION, 
SILTATION,  AGRICULTURAL  RUNOFF  FROM  CROP  MONOCULTURE  AND 
POULTRY  FARMS,  SILVICULTURE  ACTIVITIES,  MINING  ACTIVITIES, 
POLLUTANTS,  POOR  LAND  USE  PRACTICES,  INCREASED  URBANIZATION,  AND 
MUNICIPAL  AND  INDUSTRIAL  WASTE  DISCHARGES."  AS  YOU  CAN  SEE  THIS 
LISTING  NOT  ONLY  HAS  THE  POTENTIAL  TO  AFFECT  NAVIGATION 
BUT  ALSO  THE  TIMBER  INDUSTRY,  GRAVEL  MINING  OPERATIONS,  ALL 
MUNICIPALITIES  AND  INDUSTRIES  ALONG  THE  WATERWAY,  FARMERS, 
POULTRY  INDUSTRY,  FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  HYDROELECTRIC  POWER. 

IN  SEPTEMBER  1994,  NUMEROUS  INDIVIDUALS,  INCLUDING  SEVERAL 
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MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS  REOUESTED  THAT  THE  FISH  &  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
SCHEDULE  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  ON  THE  PROPOSAL.   IN  OCTOBER  1994. 
EFFECTED  INDIVIDUALS,  BUSINESSES  AND  INDUSTRIES  FORMED  THE  TRI 
STATE  MUSSELS  COALITION  TO  DEVELOP  THE  BEST.  CREDIBLE  SCIENTIFIC 
INFORMATION  ON  WHICH  TO  BASE  A  DECISION  ON  THE  PROPOSAL,  AND  TO 
USE  THIS  INFORMATION  TO  PROTECT  THE  RIVERS  BIOLOGICAL  DIVERSIPt' 
WHILE  MAINTAINING  THE  ECONOMIC  VIABILITY  OF  THE  APALACHICOLA, 
CHATTAHOOCHEE,   AND  FLINT  RIVERS. 

BY  NOVEMBER,  FISH  &  WILDLIFE  SCHEDULED  PUBLIC  HEARINGS 
DURING  THE  WEEK  OF  THANKSGIVING  AND  THANKSGIVING  EVE.   AFTER 
POLITICAL  AND  PUBLIC  OBJECTIONS,  THE  HEARINGS  WERE  RESCHEDULED 
TO  FOLLOW  THE  THANKSGIVING  AND  CHRISTMAS  HOLIDAYS.    FIVE  PUBLIC 
MEETINGS  AND  FIVE  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  WERE  HELD  IN  JANUARY.   IN  LATE 
1994,  FISH  &  WILD  LIFE  INITIATED  A  SERIES  OF  NEWSPAPER  ARTICLES  AND 
EDITORIALS  STATING,  IN  SPITE  OF  THE  PROPOSAL,  THE  LISTING  WOULD 
HAVE  NO  IMPACT  ON  ANY  COMMERCIAL  OR  INDUSTRIAL  ACTIVITIES  IN  THE 
REGION. 

THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS-MET  WITH  FISH  &  WILDLIFE 
SEVERAL  TIMES  TO  DISCUSS  THE  IMPACT  OF  THIS  LISTING  ON  CHANNEL 
MAINTENANCE  DREDGING,  SPOIL  DISPOSAL  AND  NAVIGATION  ON  THE  ACF 
SYSTEM.   ALTHOUGH  THE  CORPS  AND  "FWS"  HAVE  REPORTEDLY  REACHED 
SOME  CONCLUSIONS  ON  THIS  MATTER.  THE  AGENCIES  HAVE  NOT  SHARED 
THIS  INFORMATION  WITH  US.   IT  IS  ANTICIPATED  THAT  MANY  OF  THE  COSTS 
INCURRED  BY  THE  CORPS  IN  SATISFYING  "FWS"  WILL  BE  PASSED  ON  TO  THE 
USERS,  PERHAPS  DESTROYING  THE  ECONOMIC  VIABILlPi'  OF  THE  SYSTEM. 

DURING  THE  MUSSEL  COALITION'S  REVIEW  OF  FISH  &  WILDLIFE 
SERVICE  FILES,  THEY  FOUND  AN  INTERNAL  MEMO  WHICH  REVEALED  THAT 
THE  SERVICE  MADE  SUBSTANTIAL  CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  PROPOSAL 
PRIOR  TO  PUBLICATION.   THESE  CHANGES  WERE  CLEARLY  MADE  TO 
SOFTEN  THE  SCIENCE  AND  THEREBY  DEFUSE  ANY  PUBLIC  OUTCRY.   FOR 
EXAMPLE,  "FWS"  DELETED  ITS  CONCLUSION  THAT  "ADDITIONAL 
EXTINCTIONS  MAY  BE  EXPECTED  IF  WATERSHED  AND  PARTICULARLY 
RIPARIAN  PROTECTIONS  PLANS  ARE  NOT  IMPLEMENTED  TO  PRESERVE  AND 
ENHANCE  HABITAT  QUALITY."  THROUGHOUT  THE  DOCUMENTATION  FOUND, 
THERE  WERE  NUMEROUS  EXAMPLES  OF  CHANGES  MADE  TO  SCIENTIFIC 
CONCLUSIONS,  TO  MITIGATE  THE  IMPACT  SUCH  LISTINGS  WOULD  HAVE  ON 
THE  ACF  SYSTEM  AND  THE  REGION. 

MUSSEL  EXPERTS  FROM  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  NORTH  ALABAMA, 
RETAINED  BY  THE  TRI  STATE  MUSSELS  COALITION,  SUBMITTED  DETAILED 
COMMENTS  TO  THE  FISH  &  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  WHICH  WERE  EXTREMELY 
CRITICAL  OF  THE  SCIENTIFIC  INFORMATION  UNDERLYING  THE  PROPOSAL. 
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THEY  CONCLUDED  THAT  THE  SERVICE  SHOULD  CONDUCT  ADDITIONAL 
SCIENTIFIC  RESEARCH  AND  SAMPLING;  OF  PARTICULAR  INTEREST  IS 
LOCATING  JUVENILE  MUSSELS,  WHICH  IS  DIFFICULT  AT  BEST  AND  THE  ONLY 
INDICATION  OF  THE  SPECIES'  REPRODUCTIVE  STATUS.  THEY  ALSO 
EMPHASIZED  THE  FUTILITY  OF  LISTING  THE  MUSSELS  WHEN  THE  SERVICE 
HAS  LITTLE   INFORMATION  ON  THE  MUSSELS  REPRODUCTION  OR  LIFE 
CYCLE  NEEDS.   FINALLY  THEY  DISPUTED  MANY  OF  "FWS"  CONCLUSIONS 
REGARDING  WHICH  ACTIVITIES  ADVERSELY  AFFECT  THESE  MUSSELS. 

IT  IS  CLEAR  THAT  THE  RESULTS  OF  THIS  LISTING  HAVE  THE 
POTENTIAL  TO  IMPACT  GREATLY  THE  ECONOMY  OF  THE  TRI-STATE  REGION. 
WE  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  FISH  &  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  SHOULD  WITHDRAW  THEIR 
PROPOSAL  BASED  ON  INCOMPLETE  SCIENCE  AND  THE  POTENTIAL  IMPACTS 
TO  NAVIGATION  AND  THE  ECONOMY  OF  OUR  REGION.   MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AS 
YOU  CAN  CLEARLY  SEE  MANY  HOURS  AND  MUCH  EXPENSE  HAS  BEEN 
ALLOCATED  TO  THIS  ISSUE. 

LAST  YEAR  WE  DISCUSSED  WITH  THIS  COMMITTEE  SEVERAL 
PROBLEMS  WE  HAVE  BEEN  HAVING  ON  THE  ACF  SYSTEM.    FIRST,  WAS  THE 
OVERFLOW  OF  EXISTING  DREDGE  SITES  ON  THE  APALACHICOLA  RIVER. 
SECOND,  OWNERSHIP  OF  ADJACENT  LANDS  BY  THE  STATE  OF 
FLORIDA  WHICH  PRECLUDES  THE  ACQUISITION  OF  NEW  LAND  BY  THE  U.S. 
ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS.  ALSO  AT  THAT  TIME,  WE  REQUESTED  THAT 
THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  CONSIDER  NEW  AND  DIFFERENT 
METHODS  OF  DISPOSAL,  SUCH  AS  BEACH  AND  SHORELINE 
RENOURISHMENT.   THIRD,  WE  ASKED  THAT  THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS,  MOBILE  DISTRICT,   ASSURE  USERS  OF  AN  ADEQUATE  CHANNEL 
DEPTH  FOR  AT  LEAST  250  DAYS  OF  THE  YEAR  ON  THE  ACF  SYSTEM,  SO 
THAT  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  GROUPS  IN  THE  TRI  STATE  AREA  CAN 
UTILIZE  THE  INLAND  WATERWAY  AS  A  UNIQUE  MARKETING  TOOL  TO 
ATTRACT  INDUSTRY.  THIS  STATEMENT  WAS  NECESSARY  TO  REASSURE 
POTENTIAL  USERS  OF  THE  RELIABILITY  OF  WATERWAY  TRANSPORTATION 
ON  THE  ACF  SYSTEM. 

AS  A  RESULT  OF  OUR  REQUESTS,  THIS  COMMITTEE  STATED  IN  HOUSE 
REPORT  103-533,  WHICH  ACCOMPANIED  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  ENERGY  AND 
WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL.  "$100,000  TO  COMPLETE  A 
REPORT  ON  THE  OBSTACLES  THAT  WOULD  HAVE  TO  BE  OVERCOME  IN 
ORDER  TO  ACHIEVE  A  250-DAY  NAVIGATION  SEASON  ON  THE  ACF  SYSTEM. 
THE   REPORT  SHOULD  INCLUDE  A  EXAMINATION  OF  NEW  AND  INNOVATIVE 
METHODS  OF  DREDGE  DISPOSAL,  INCLUDING  BEACH  AND  COASTLINE 
RENOURISHMENT,  AND  SHOULD  BE  PROVIDED  TO  THE  COMMITTEE  PRIOR 
TO  TESTIMONY  ON  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1996  BUDGET."    THIS  REPORT  IS  VERY 
IMPORTANT  TO  THE  FUTURE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  ACF  SYSTEM.  THE 
PRELIMINARY  REPORT  IS  ATTACHED  TO  OUR  TESTIMONY  AND  AS  WE 
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UNDERSTAND  THE  FINAL  VERSION  WHICH  SHOULD  BE  COMPLETED  IN  THE 
NEXT  60  DAYS.    IT  IS  NOW  BEING  REVIEWED  FOR  APPROVAL  AT  THE  OFFICE 
OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS  HERE  IN  WASHINGTON,  D.C.   WE  REQUEST 
THAT  YOU  REVIEW  THIS  REPORT  AND  URGE  THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  TO  IMPLEMENT  THEIR  FINDINGS. 

ALTHOUGH  THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  REPORT 
DISCUSSED  THE  DREDGE  DISPOSAL  PROBLEM,  WE  WOULD  LIKE  TO  BRING 
TO  YOUR  ATTENTION  ONE  POSSIBLE  SOLUTION.   THE  TRI  RIVERS  SYSTEM 
FLOWS  THROUGH  THE  STATES  OF  ALABAMA,  GEORGIA  AND  FLORIDA. 
FLORIDA  IS  THE  ONLY  STATE  OUT  OF  THE  THREE  WHICH  REQUIRES  LOCAL 
SPONSORSHIP  INSTEAD  OF  FEDERAL.   THE  SIX  COUNTIES  ALONG  THE 
WATERWAY  IN  FLORIDA  HAVE  BEEN  FINANCIALLY  UNABLE  TO  ACT  AS 
SPONSORS  AND  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA  HAS  REFUSED.   WE  REQUEST  THAT 
AN  AMENDMENT  BE  MADE  TO  THE  AUTHORIZATION  WHICH  WOULD  ALLOW 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  TO  TAKE  OVER  SPONSORSHIP.   ONLY 
CONGRESS  HAS  THE  POWER  TO  MAKE  THIS  MUCH  NEEDED  IMPROVEMENT 
TO  OUR  SYSTEM.   BY  MODIFYING  THE  ACT,  THE  APALACHICOLA  RIVER 
SEGMENT  OF  THE  ACF  WOULD  BE  CONSISTENT  WITH  OTHER  INLAND 
WATERWAYS  IN  THE  NATION.   BUT  MOST  IMPORTANTLY,  BY  ACHIEVING 
FEDERAL  SPONSORSHIP  WE  COULD  SOLVE  MANY  OF  OUR  DISPOSAL 
PROBLEMS. 

ON  BEHALF  OF  OUR  MEMBERS  AND  SUPPORTERS  OF  APALACHICOLA- 
CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT  INLAND  WATERWAY  AND  RIVER  SYSTEM  I  WOULD 
LIKE  TO  THANK  YOU  FOR  GIVING  ME  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  TODAY. 
WE  ARE  GRATEFUL  FOR  YOUR  LEADERSHIP  AND  COMMITMENT  TO  KEEP 
OUR  NATION'S  INLAND  WATERWAY  SYSTEMS  AS  VIABLE  ENTITIES 
TO  OUR  NATION'S  ECONOMY. 
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Thompson 

p.  0.  Box  2083,  Mobile,  AL   36652 

Thompson  Tractor  Company 

March  1, 1995 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  Energy  &  Water  Development 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

We  are  pleased  to  write  you  again  this  year  in  support  of  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  and  the  Port  of  Mobile.  In  our  letter  last  year,  we 
mentioned  that  our  company  engaged  in  over  $11,000,000.00  of  marine 
business  in  Alabama  in  1993.  During  1994,  this  business  grew  to  over 
$13,000,000.00.  This  is  extremely  important  business  for  us  and,  as  we 
have  stated  previously,  the  long  term  reliability  and  health  of  the  Warrior- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  project  is  critical  to  our  business. 

Almost  all  of  our  business  goes  through  the  Port  of  Mobile.  We  project 
growth  in  our  marine  business  through  the  Waterway  System  and  Port  to 
exceed  $14,000,000.00  in  1995  and  to  exceed  $15,000,000.00  by  1996.  This 
growth  has  supported  the  addition  of  new  jobs  tied  directly  to  this 
business.  You  can  see  that  the  Port  of  Mobile  and  the  Waterway  System 
are  critical  to  us,  as  well  as  to  Mobile  and  the  surrounding  communities. 

We  are  in  support  of  the  Tri  Rivers  Waterway  Development  Association's 
request  for  funds  to  continue  maintenance  of  the  ACF  River  System.  We 
feel  that  these  funds  are  essential  to  maintain  these  waterways.  In  addition, 
we  are  in  support  of  the  appropriation  of  adequate  O  &  M  funding  for 
Mobile  Harbor. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance  and  consideration  of  these  matters. 

Sincerely, 

THOMPSON  TRA^TOR-CQ/  INC. 

Michael  D.  Thompso;^ 
President 

ningham.  AL  35202 
(205)841-8601 

Birmingham  •  Anniston/Oxford  •  Aubum/Opelika 
Oothan  .  Grove  Hill  •  Huntsville/Decatur 
Mobile  •  Montgomery  .  Tuscaloosa  •  Tuscumbia 
V,  FL  •  Marianne.  FL 
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Development  Authority 

of  Bainbridge  and  Decatur  County 


March  2,  1995 


Honorable  John  Myers 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  of  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development 

U.S.  House  of  Representative 

2372  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Dear  Congressman  Myers : 


Our  organization  is  a  part  of  a  collective  effort  to  maintain  and  develop  the  ACF  Waterway  and 
we  support  Tri-Rivers  funding  request  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

As  you  may  be  aware,  the  river  system  is  of  vital  importance  in  the  overall  transportation 
network  in  Georgia,  Florida  and  Alabama  as  it  provides  our  existing  and  potential  industry 
access  to  the  nation  and  world  markets.  It  is  also  a  key  element  in  the  attraction  of  much  needed 
new  jobs  for  communities  which  are  initiated  along  the  systems. 

Thank  you  for  your  favorable  consideration  of  this  request  and  please  call  on  me  with  any 
questions  you  may  have. 


Executive  Vice  President 
MT/w 


P.O.  Box  736      •      Bainbridge,  Georgia  31717 
(912)  246-4774       (800)  243-4774      FAX  (912)  243-7633 

AUTHORITY:  Raymond  Miles.  Chairmam  Kemw  F  Bates.  Jr.  Vce  Chairman:  James  0.  Nines;  Jack  Leverett.  D.D.S.:  Sam  Gntlin;  Maivin  Hall.  Man  Tnce.  Bieculw  Direclor 
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^Parker  Towing  Company,  Inc. 


February  27,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

House  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

2372  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.  C.    20510 

Dear  Congressman  Myers; 

Parker  Towitig  Company  is  a  major  regional  barge  transportation  company  operating 
towboats,  barges,  and  port  facilities  mainly  on  the  rivers  and  w/aterways  of  the  Southeast  and 
Gulf  Coast.  We  are  proud  to  be  a  part  of  a  collective  effort  to  maintain  and  develop  the 
Appalachicola  -  Chattahoochee  -  Flint  River  System  for  commercial  navigation.  We  fully 
support  the  Tri  Rivers  Watenway  Development  Association's  funding  request  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996.  We  hope  that  we  can  count  on  your  support.  We  also  would  like  to  share  some  of  our 
concerns  with  you  as  follows: 

♦  The  increase  in  fuel  taxes  has  already  taken  its  toll  on  us  as  well  as  the  entire  industry 
and  it  is  alarming  that  this  administration  seems  committed  to  attempts  to  increase  user 
fees  every  year.  As  user  fees  and  other  taxes  tend  to  stifle  all  business  associated  with 
waterway  activity,  they  should  be  discarded  or  reduced  as  revenue  generators.  In 
addition,  the  current  fees  should  be  plowed  back  into  river  development.  We  feel  this 
would  result  in  a  net  gain  of  revenue  to  the  federal  government  in  the  form  of  taxes  paid 
through  increased  business  activity.  Our  waterways  provide  low  cost,  efficient 
transportation  that  lowers  inflation  and  tends  to  ease  upward  pressure  on  the  deficit,  as 
well  as  providing  our  producers  better  access  to  export  markets,  thus  helping  the  trade 
balance  in  America's  favor. 

♦  Congress  must  use  every  means  available  to  fund  the  remaining  term  of  the  study  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Ala./Fla./Ga.  to  resolve  the  two  basin  water  dispute  in  the 
region. 

♦  Congress  should  amend  the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  require  the  consideration  of 
economic  impacts  in  a  decision  to  list,  and  also  to  require  designation  of  critical  habitat 
at  the  time  the  species  is  listed. 

We  trust  that  we  can  expect  your  support  in  these  matters.  Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 


A^.  yi  :?/^ 


William  H.  Hess 
Sales  Manager 


p.  O.  Box  020908  •  Tuscaloosa.  Alabama  35402-0908  •  205-349-1677  •  FAX  205-758-0061 
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Omnivest  Resources,  L.P. 
Omnilite  Division 


March  6,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

2372  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

In  the  next  few  weeks  your  subcommittee  will  hear  testimony  requesting  fimds  for  the  continued 
maintenance  of  the  ACF  River  System,  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  for  Fiscal  year 
1996. 

We  at  Omnivest  feel  that  the  continued  support  of  the  ACF  River  System  is  of  utmost 
importance  for  both  industry  and  recreational  use  in  this  region.  Our  company  selected  its  river 
front  location  for  the  advantage  of  waterway  transportation.    The  Omnivest  facility  was 
completed  in  January  of  this  year  and  the  growth  of  oiir  market  depends  on  the  fiiture  of  the  river 
system. 

The  ACF  River  System  requires  the  aid  of  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  continued  maintenance 
for  safe  navigation.    The  ftmding  for  this  important  transportation  link  needs  to  continue  through 
this  time  of  government  reduction. 

Your  support  is  critical  in  this  very  important  matter. 

Sincerely, 


Doug  Gruber 
Marketing/Distribution 


Highway  39  South,  P.O.  Box  218,  Fort  Gaines,  GA  31751  912-768-2588  Facsimile  912-768-2587 
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CITY  OF  EUFAULA 


JAY  JAXON.  JR. 


H.  COLLIS  PERDUE.  Pr«,<i.ni 

E.  M.  WHITE.  IVo.,d.nt  Pro  Tempore 

.lOlINNY  A.  KNIGHT 

HODERT  L  McCUlXAR,  JR 

March  14,  1995  whxprice 


Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
United  State  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.  C.   20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers : 

The  City  of  Eufaula  is  located  on  the  banks  of  the 
Chattahoochee,  one  of  the  three  rivers  and  basins 
represented  by  the  Tri  Rivers  Development  Association. 
Maintenance  and  development  of  this  waterway  is  integral  to 
the  health,  economy  and  quality  of  life  to  the  people  and 
businesses  of  our  area.   We  request  funds  for  the  continued 
maintenance  of  the  ACF  River  System  by  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely 


Sincerely, 
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Eufaula/Barbour  County 
Chamber  of  Commerce 


February  24,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

2372  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C    20515 

Dear  Honorable  Myers: 

Our  Lake  Eufaula  (Walter  F.  George)  has  a  tremendous  economic  impact  on  our 
community.  Homes  on  the  lake,  fishing,  boating,  etc.  are  important  as  we  market  our  area  to 
visitors  and  potential  permanent  residents. 

We  have  an  aggressive  industry  expansion  and  recruitment  program.  The  potential  for 
navigation  for  commerce  is  critical  to  this  process. 

For  these  and  many  other  reasons,  it  is  essential  to  provide  funding  to  maintain  and 
upgrade  our  ACF  River  System.  I  support  the  efforts  of  the  Tri  River  Association  to  upgrade  our 
river  system. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Gene  J.  W^on,  Ed.D 
Executive  Director 


GJW/tle 

pc:        Sandra  Vandagriff 

Robert  A  Burggrabe,  President 
Eufaula/Barbour  County 
Chamber  of  Commerce 


Post  Office  Box  697  •  Eufaula.  Alabama  36072-0697  •  205-687-6664 
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TELEPHONE:  (4041  355-8220 
TOLL  FREE:  1-800-221-0521 
FAX:  (404)  355-8217 


WHITAKER  OIL  COMPANY 

Distributors 

PETROLEUM  PRODUCTS  SOLVENTS  -  CHEMICALS 

1557  MARIETTA  ROAD.  N.  W.  .     P.O.  BOX  33487  •    MARTECH  STATION 

ATLANTA,  GEORGIA  30377-0487 


March  2, 1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy 

and  Water  Development 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

2372  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Sir: 

We  have  been  in  support  of  Tri  Rivers  and  Waterway  Development  since  the 
inception.  We  urge  you  to  lend  as  much  support  as  possible  to  maintain  the 
adequate  waterway  system  for  the  Tri  Rivers  Waterway  Development 
Association. 

It  would  be  ashamed  to  let  all  the  money,  time,  and  effort  go  to  waste,  that  has 
already  been  put  into  this  system. 


C.  B.  Whitaker,  Jr. 
Chairman 


CBW,jr/ct 
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Sparine  Services,  &nc. 


P.O.  Box  23734  •  Harahan,  Louisiana  701 83  Phone  (504)  734-1 1 56  •  Fax  (504)  734-1 1 95 


February  24,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2372  Raybum  House  Office  BuUding 
Washington,  D.C.    20515 

Dear  Mr.  Myers, 

This  letter  is  part  of  a  collective  effort  to  maintain  and  develop  the  Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee  Flint  Inland  Waterway  and  River  System.  I  fully  support  Tri- 
Rivers  funding  request  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Your  efforts  and  cooperation  in  this  matter  is  greatly  appreciated.  Thank  you  for 
your  time  and  effort. 


Lamarr  Hi 

Safety/Governmental  Affairs  Manager 


LH/aa 
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S  Bishop 
CLEANERS 


February  23,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

2372  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Sir: 

Since  1960,  Tri-Rivers  has  fought  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  it's  river  system  that  provides  a  better  life 
for  many  citizens  of  three  states  in  the  Southeast. 

Please  help  us  maintain  the  progress  that  has  been  made 
over  the  years. 

Respectfully, 

Eustace  E.  Bishop,  'Sr. 

Founder  and  Past  President  of  Tri-Rivers 


Post  Office  Box  1326  •  Dothan.  Alabama  36302  •  205-793-1549 
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v^i"'"'  STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

■      •  \     '  GOVERNORS  OFFICE 

•    ;  '    ■    •*  MONTGOMERY  36130 

'at  s^ 

fOB  JAMES,  JR. 

GOVERNOR  March  21,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  T  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for 

Energy  and  Water  Development 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC.  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

Thank  you,  for  allowing  the  State  of  Alabama  the  opportunity  to  provide  our  views 
to  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  Energy  and  Water  Development  concerning  the 
Federal  water  resources  activities  and  projects  in  Alabama  I  join  with  the  several 
Associations  and  Authorities,  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  Development  Authority, 
the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Development  Association;  the  Coosa-Alabama  River  Improvement 
Association;  the  Tri-Rivers  Waterway  Development  Association,  the  Tennessee  River 
Valley  Association  and  others  in  support  of  continuation  of  the  Federal  water  resource 
projects  in  Alabama 

Our  state  and  Nation  have  been  blessed  with  water  resources  which  lend  themselves 
to  development  and  use  for  the  benefit  of  our  citizens  Water  resource  development  in 
Alabama  includes  the  deep  harbor  and  extensive  port  facilities  at  the  Port  of  Mobile, 
providing  export  opportunities  for  the  region  and  nation's  products,  the  Tennessee- 
Tombigbee  Waterway  providing  an  important  connecting  link  to  the  inland  waterway  system 
and  the  heartland  of  our  nation,  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Rivers  waterway  providing 
opportunities  to  utilize  our  abundant  coal  resources  for  our  domestic  use  and  export  of 
steel,  pipe  and  other  products,  the  Coosa-Alabama  and  the  Chattahoochee-Apalachicola 
waterway  providing  the  opportunity  for  development,  transportation  of  natural  resources, 
agricultural  and  forest  products,  the  Tennessee  River  waterway  providing  a  vital 
transportation  link  in  the  Tennessee  River  Valley  of  Alabama,  and  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  providing  a  vital  waterway  hnk  to  the  ports  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the 
remainder  of  the  inland  waterway  system.  All  of  the  waterways  in  Alabama  are  connected 
to  and  are  an  integral  part  of,  our  Federal  inland  waterway  transportation  system  providing 
a  conduit  for  the  economical  and  safe  movement  of  commerce. 
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The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers 

Page  2 

March  21,  1995 


I  respectfully  request  your  consideration  and  assistance  by  providing  the  Federal  funds 
necessary  for  full  time  operation  of  the  Federal  waterway  facilities  and  projects  in  Alabama. 
The  continued  Federal  support  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  continuation  of  these  projects  and 
to  allow  for  use  of  these  important  facilities,  both  public  and  private  The  Federal  funding, 
while  a  critical  element;  is  however,  only  a  portion  of  the  investment  and  commitment 
necessary  to  utilize  this  resource?  A  combination  of  local  investment,  both  private  and 
public,  is  necessary  to  gain  benefits  for  our  citizens  through  utilization  of  our  water 
resources 

On  January  3,  1992,  the  States  of  Alabama,  Florida,  Georgia  and  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA),  concerning  interstate  water 
resources  issues  in  the  Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa  (ACT)  and  the  Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint  (ACF)  River  Basins  The  agreement  was  to  terminate  on  September 
30,  1995  However,  by  mutual  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  MOA  will  be  extended  for  one 
full  year  to  September  30,  1996.  The  four  partners  have  agreed  in  principal  to  this  necessary 
extension  and  the  implementing  language  is  being  developed.  The  MOA,  temporarily  set 
aside  the  interstate  dispute  between  the  parties,  while  we  jointly  participate  in  the  ACT/ ACF 
Comprehensive  Water  Resources  Study  as  full  and  equal  partners.  This  joint  study  is  to 
determine  the  availability,  the  current  use,  and  future  demand  for  water  in  this  region. 
Hopefully,  the  study  will  also  recommend  an  appropriate  management  structure  for  the  ACT 
and  ACF  interstate  water  resources.  As  Alabama  has  previously  stated,  we  are  committed 
to  insuring  this  study  is  accomplished  in  such  a  way  that  all  parties  can  support  the  study 
findings. 

With  the  continued  endorsement  of  the  Subcommittee,  in  providing  the  Federal 
funding  necessary  for  the  Federal  water  resources  projects  in  Alabama,  I  believe  we  can 
successfully  address  the  complex  issues  facing  us  and  utilize  the  water  resources  to  the 
benefit  of  the  Nation. 

Thank  you,  and  the  other  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  for  your  support  of  the 
Federal  water  resource  projects  and  activities  in  Alabama  and  the  Nation. 


Sincerely, 


Fob  James  Jr 
Governor 
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APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT  RIVERS  NAVIGATION  SYSTEM 
APALACHICOLA  RIVER  NAVIGATION  ISSUES 


U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS,  MOBILE 
FEBRUARY  19  9  5 
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j'^achicola-Qiattahoochee-Flint  Rivers  Navigation  System 
Apalachicola  River  Navigation  Issues 
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Apalachicola-OTattahoochee-Flint  Rivers  Navigation  System 
Apalaciiicola  River  Navigation  Issues 


1.  Purpose.   House  Report  103-533  whicli  accompanied  tlie  Fiscal  Year  1995  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Bill  (Public  Law  103-316).  contained  the  following 
language: 

"$100,000  to  complete  a  report  on  the  obstacles  that  would  have  to  be  overcome  in  order  to 
achieve  a  250-day  navigation  season  on  the  ACF  system.  The  report  should  include  an 
examination  of  new  and  innovative  methods  of  dredged  material  disposal,  including  beach  and 
coastline  renourishment,  and  should  be  provided  to  the  Committee  prior  to  testimony  on  the 
Fiscal  Year  1996  budget" 

This  report  provides  background  information  on  the  system  and  navigation  constraints, 
potential  measures  to  improve  navigation  availability,  and  obstacles/constraints  and  other 
factors  which  must  be  addressed  before  these  measures  could  be  proposed  or  implemented 

2.  Background. 

a.   Description  of  the  Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  (ACF)  Basin. 

The  ACF  Basin  has  been  substantially  developed  with  various  water  resource  projects, 
particularly  on  the  Chattahoochee  River.   See  Figures  1  and  2.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  (Corps)  has  constructed  and  operates  five  dams  in  the  basin.  They  are,  in  order 
fi-om  the  Chattahoochee  River  headwaters:  Lake  Sidney  Lanier  (Buford  Dam),  near 
Gainesville,  Georgia;  West  Point  Lake  (West  Point  Dam),  near  West  Point,  Georgia;  Lake 
Walter  F.  George  (Walter  F.  George  Lock  and  Dam),  at  Ft  Gaines,  Georgia;  Lake  George  W. 
Andrews  (George  W.  Andrews  Lock  and  Dam),  near  Columbia,  Alabama;  and  Lake  Seminole 
(Jim  Woodruff  Lock  and  Dam),  at  the  Georgia/Florida  state  line  where  the  Chattahoochee  and 
Flint  Rivers  join  to  form  the  Apalachicola  River.  Four  of  these  dams  in^und  large 
reservoirs.  This  network  of  reservoirs  is  operated  for  multiple  purposes,  including  flood 
control,  navigation,  hydropower,  water  simply,  water  quality,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement. 

Georgia  Power  Company  operates  Morgan  Falls  Dam,  which  is  located  approximately 
36  miles  below  Buford  Dam  on  the  Chattahoochee  River,  for  hydropower  and  stream  flow 
regulation  to  maintain  minimum  flow  at  Peachtree  Creek,  the  site  of  the  Atlanta  water  supply 
intake.   Additionally,  Georgia  Power  Company  operates  a  series  of  six  smaller  hydroelectric 
dams  on  the  Chattahoochee  River  immediately  upstream  of  Columbus,  Georgia.  These  dams 
are  Langdale,  Riverview,  Bartletts  Ferry,  Goat  Rock,  Oliver,  and  North  Highlands.  Two 
additional  dams.  City  Mills  and  Eagle-Phenix,   are  privately  owned  and  lie  downstream  of  the 
Georgia  Power  dams  in  Columbus..  None  of  these  impoundments  have  ^jpreciable  storage 
capacity;  therefore,  they  do  not  have  a  notable  effect  on  the  flows  of  the  Chattahoochee 
River.  ' 
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The  Flint  River  contains  two  hydropower  impoundments  in  the  Albany,  Georgia  area: 
Lake  Biackshear,  operated  by  the  Crisp  County  Power  Commission,  and  Lake  Worth 
operated  by  Georgia  Power  Company.   These  projects  are  primarily  run-of-the-river  and  do 
not  greatly  affect  downstream  flows. 

The  Apalachicola  River  has  no  impoundments  below  its  headwaters  at  Lake  Seminole. 
However,  the  storage  and  release  of  water  from  i^stream  impoundments  on  the 
Chattahoochee  River  influence  the  Apalachicola  River  flows  during  both  high  and  low  flow 
periods.   The  Apalachicola  River  is  dynamic,  constantly  undergoing  changes  in  its  alianment 
and  geometry.   The  river  has  a  historic  record  of  opposite  bank  erosion  and  the  creation  of 
point  bars  on  the  inside  of  bends.   This  phenomenon  is  a  component  of  the  meandering 
process  which  in  e.xtreme  situations  manifests  itself  in  river  cutoffs.  An  aerial  examination  of 
the  floodplain  shows  evidence  of  cutoffs,  sloughs,  and  meander  scars  dramatically  illustrating 
how  the  river  has  moved  about  over  time. 

The  construction  of  Jim  Woodruff"  Dam  added  another  factor  to  the  dynamics  of  the 
system.   Following  the  impoundment  of  Lake  Seminole,  the  Apalachicola  river  downstream 
began  a  process  of  degradation  or  lowering  of  the  channel  bottom  (thalweg  profile).  This 
process  is  associated  with  the  river  endeavoring  to  establish  a  hydrological  and 
sedimentological  equilibrium.  Geological  features  affect  this  process,  especially  as  related  to 
the  relative  erodibility  of  material.   For  example,  the  lateral  and  vertical  movement  of  the 
Apalachicola  River  has  exposed  erosion  resistant  rock  outcrops  which  can  become  dominant 
features  in  the  channel  movement  process.   When  these  outcrops  impinge  on  the  navigation 
channel,  they  create  obstacles  to  navigation  traffic.   The  comple.xity  of  die  Apalachicola  River 
is  flirther  increased  due  to  man-induced  measures  such  as  dredging  and  disposal  of 
maintenance  material  and  the  construction  of  channel  training  devices.   Thus,  the 
interrelationships  of  natural  process  and  man-induced  processes  can  influence  the 
effectiveness  of  any  channel  modification  measures  employed  to  improve  the  reliability  of 
navigation.   Analyses  of  this  complicated  and  dynamic  river  system  generally  requires  the 
application  of  qualitative,  quantitative,  and  modelling/simulation  techniques. 

b.  Description  of  the  ACF  Waterwav. 

Commercial  navigation  within  the  ACF  Basin  is  provided  by  a  Congressionally 
authorized  9-  by  100-foot  navigation  channel  from  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  near 
Apalachicola.  Florida,  up  the  Apalachicola  River  to  Lake  Seminole,  a  distance  of  about  106 
miles.   From  this  point,  the  navigation  channel  continues  up  the  Flint  River  to  Bainbridge, 
Georgia  -  a  distance  of  28  miles  -  and  up  the  Chattahoochee  River  to  Pherux  City,  Alabama 
and  Columbus.  Georgia,  a  distance  of  155  miles. 

c.  Project  Authorization 

The  9-  by  100-foot  navigation  project  was  authorized  by  the  1945  River  and  Harbor 
Act  (P.L.  79-525)  (House  Document  342,  76th  Congress.    1st  Session).   This  basic  audiority 
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for  the  current  level  of  development  of  the  ACF  Waterway  called  for  navigation  channel 
dimensions  to  be  provided  by  (1)  dredging,  cutofife,  training  works,  or  other  open-river 
methods:  (2)  a  series  of  locks  and  dams;  and  (3)  flow  regulation  from  upstream  storage 
projects.   The  number  and  location  of  upstream  inpoundments  in  the  basic  plan  were 
modified  by  the  1946  River  and  Harbor  AcL 

The  first  published  report  of  a  comprehensive  nature  on  the  basin  was  submitted  to 
Congress  on  June  16,  1939,  as  House  Document  No.  342,  76th  Congress,  1st  session.  This 
report  recommended  ^proval  of  a  general  plan  for  the  full  development  of  the  Apalachicola. 
Chattahoochee,  and  Flint  River  system  in  the  interest  of  navigation  and  power,  and  the 
authorization  of  improvements  for  the  initiation  and  partial  accorrplishment  of  that  plan.  The 
initial  improvements  authorized  by  the  1945  River  and  Harbor  Act  consisted  of  two  locks  and 
dams  (the  Junction  site  on  the  upper  Apalachicola  River  and  the  Fort  Benning  site  on  the 
Chattahoochee  River),  dredging  and  other  works  to  provide  a  6-foot  navigable  depth  to 
Columbus  and  Bainbridge,  GA,  as  initial  phases  in  providing  an  eventual  9-foot  project  depth. 
Before  detailed  planning  could  be  initiated  on  the  1945  authorization,  the  plan  was  changed  as 
a  result  of  additional  information.  Therefore,  a  survey  report  was  prepared  and  submitted  to 
the  Secretary  of  War  on  May  13,  1946.  The  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
the  survey  report  were  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946 
in  accordance  with  the  general  plan  presented  in  House  Document  No.  300,  Eiditieth 
Congress,  first  session. 

The  1946  authorization  changed  the  1945  plan  to  include  the  Buford  multiple  purpose 
reservoir  on  the  Chattahoochee  River  above  Atlanta,  Georgia  A  higher  lift  lock  and  dam  at 
the  Junction  site  (now  the  Jim  Woodruff  Lock  and  Dam),  with  hydropower,  was  substituted 
for  the  Junction  project  without  hydropower,  and  a  lock  and  dam  with  hydropower  was 
included  at  the  Upper  Columbia  site.  Therefore,  using  the  Fort  Benning  Lock  and  Dam  in  the 
1945  plan,  the  1946  plan  provided  for  a  9-foot  navigation  channel  to  Columbus  and 
Bainbridge,  hydropower  at  three  sites,  and  flood  control  at  the  Buford  Dam  site. 

During  planning  and  construction  on  the  overall  project  and  before  final  plans  were 
completed  for  i±ie  lower  Chattahoochee  River  portion,  foundation  investigations  showed  the 
necessity  of  further  modifying  the  plan  by  substituting  for  the  Upper  Columbia  and  Fort 
Benning  Locks  and  Dams,  a  low  lock  and  dam  at  Columbia  for  navigation  only  (now  the 
George  W.  Andrews  Lock  and  Dam)  and  a  high  lock  and  dam  at  Fort  Gaines,  Georgia,  for 
navigation  and  power  (now  the  Walter  F.  George  Lock  and  Dam).  The  1946  plan  was 
modified  accordingly  in  1953,  with  Congressional  approval.   All  of  the  1946  plan  as  modified 
in  1953,  has  been  implemented. 

On  September  20,  1962.  a  survey  report  on  the  Flint  River  was  submitted  to  Congress 
and  was  published  as  House  Document  No.  567,  87th  Congress,  2nd  session.    This  report 
recommended  a  general  plan  for  the  Flint  River  which  modified  the  Flint  River  portion  of  the 
general  plan  approved  in  1939.  The  1962  report  recommended  approval  of  a  plan  of  three 
headwater  reservoirs  at  the  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek  and  lower  Achumpkee  Creek  sites 
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and  uvo  locks  and  dams  below  Albany,  Georgia,  at  the  Raccoon  Creek  and  Lower  Vada  sites, 
with  hydropower  production  at  the  Lower  Vada  site.   It  recommended  Congressional 
authorization  of  initial  construction  of  the  three  headwater  reservoirs,  with  Spewrell  Bluff  the 
first  to  be  undertaken.   The  Flood  Control  Act  of  December  30,  1963,  ^proved  the  general 
plan  but  authorized  only  the  Spewrell  Bluff  project  for  construction.   Later,  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  October  27,  1965,  authorized  construction  of  the  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower  Achumpkee 
Creek  projects.   The  Spewrell  Bluff  and  Lazer  Creek  projects  have  had  preconstmction 
planning  performed,  and  construction  funds  were  appropriated  for  Spewrell  Bluff   However, 
neither  has  been  constructed  due  to  a  lack  of  support  by  the  State  of  Georgia  All  three  of 
these  reservoir  projects  were  de-authorized  by  Section  1002  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986  (P.L.  99-662). 

On  September  20,  1962,  a  survey  report  on  the  "Chattahoochee  River,  West  Point  and 
Franklin,  Georgia"  was  sxibmitted  to  Congress.  That  report,  published  as  House  Document 
No.  570,  87th  Congress,  2nd  session,  recommended  a  plan  for  a  reservoir  at  West  Point  for 
hydroelectric  power,  flood  control,  navigation,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  and  general 
recreation.   The  West  Point  project  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Aa  of  October  23, 
1962.   Construction  began  in  1966  and  the  project  became  fully  operational  on  Mav  25,  1975. 

d.    Project  Sponsorship 

The  1946  amendments  to  the  1945  River  and  Harbor  Act  required  local  interests  to 
provide  free  of  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  disposal 
areas  as  and  when  required  for  provision  and  maintenance  of  the  Florida  portion  of  the 
channel  in  the  Apalachicola  River  below  Jim  Woodruff  Lock  and  Dam.   Neither  the  original 
Act  nor  its  amendments  made  similar  requirements  of  the  Alabama  or  Georgia  portions  of  the 
project.  The  projea  in  these  two  states  has  been  operated  and  maintained  at  full  Federal  cost. 

Local  sponsorship  has  been  intermittently  provided  by  the  Boards  of  County 
Commissioners  of  the  six  Florida  counties  adjacent  to  the  waterway.  These  are  Gulf,  Jackson, 
Franklin,  Calhoun,  Liberty  and  Gadsden  Counties.  A  total  of  19  channel  right-of-way 
easements  and  131  disposal  easements  were  determined  to  be  needed  for  the  construction, 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project. 

The  local  sponsors  were  reluctant  to  provide  the  needed  rights-of-way  and  dredged 
material  disposal  areas  in  perpetuity  due  to  the  resulting  severe  financial  burden  this  would 
place  on  the  counties.   In  January  1956  the  Chief  of  Engineers  approved  five-year  term 
dredged  material  disposal  easements,  rather  than  perpetual,  but  maintained  the  requirement  for 
channel  easements  to  be  provided  in  perpetuity.  Accordingly,  the  six  counties  adopted 
resolutions  pledging  local  cooperation  for  the  Apalachicola  River  segment  and  subsequently 
provided  some  96  acres  in  perpetual  channel  ridit-of-way  easements' and  7,094.5  acres  of 
five-year  disposal  area  easements. 


262 


As  the  five-year  disposal  area  easements  expired,  numerous  attempts  were  made  by  the 
Corps  to  have  the  local  sponsors  provide  additional  disposal  area  easements.  These  efforts 
were  met  with  limited  success  with  only  a  few  five-year  disposal  area  easements  provided  and 
some  permanent  easements  for  the  construction  of  training  works.  Alternatives  to  local 
sponsorship  -  State  of  Florida  sponsorship,  establishment  of  an  Apalachicola  River  Navigation 
District,  relieve  the  requirement  for  non-Federal  sponsorship  were  e^^lored;  however,  all 
failed  to  materialize.   By  1988,  all  six  counties  had  formally  rescinded  their  commitments  to 
provide  local  sponsorship  of  the  project 

The  Corps  currently  maintains  the  Apalachicola  River  segment  of  the  project  utilizing 
within-banks  dredged  material  disposal  areas  and  occasional  permission  firom  private 
landowners  who  donate  their  lands  for  upland  disposal  on  a  short  term  basis. 

e.   System  Development 

The  dams  and  reservoirs  along  the  Chattahoochee  and  Flint  segments  of  the  Waterway 
were  constructed  at  varying  times  from  the  1950s  to  the  1970s.  The  completion  dates  of  the 
Federal  reservoir  projects  in  the  ACF  Basin  are:  Buford  Dam,  June  1957;  West  Point  Dam, 
May  1975;  W.  F.  George  Lock  and  Dam,  June  1963;  G.  W.  Andrews  Lock  and  Dam,  August 
1963;  and,  Jim  Woodruff  Lock  and  Dam,  February  1957.  However,  due  to  the  dynamic 
nature  of  the  Apalachicola  River,  many  of  the  channel  works  (i.e.,  cutoffi,  training  works, 
etc.)  authorized  by  the  original  Congressional  legislation  have  been  implemented  at  irregular 
intervals  under  the  Waterway's  operation  and  maintenance  program.  Construction  of  the 
reservoir  projects  (Jim  Woodruff,  G.  W.  Andrews  and  W.  F.  George)  and  flow  regulation  in 
the  Apalachicola  River  were  primarily  used  to  achieve  the  9-foot  navigation  depths.  Dredging 
of  portions  of  the  navigation  channel  has  always  been  recognized  as  a  necessary  component 
of  sustaining  adequate  navigational  depths  and  was  generally  performed  as  needed  to  maintain 
navigation. 

f  PTQught?  of  1981,  1986  and  1988 

Aside  fi-om  the  normal  summer-fall  dry  periods  the  navigation  project  has  faced  three 
major  droughts.  These  occurred  in  the  years  1981,  1986,  and  1988.  The  defining  hydrologic 
feature  of  these  years  was  that  the  preceding  winters  and  springs  were  dry  to  the  point  that 
groundwater  and  major  headwaters  storage  reservoirs  did  not  recover  from  the  preceding  fall 
dr\'  periods.  With  flows  and  reservoirs  low  at  the  beginning  of  the  summer,  service  to  the 
various  project  purposes  was  more  greatly  dependent  on  water  stored  in  conservation  storage 
zones  of  the  impoundments. 

In  1981  dredging  was  able  to  keep  pace  with  the  decreasing  flow  and  stage  on  the 
Apalachicola  River.  However,  by  early  fall  all  effective  dredging  had  been  accomplished. 
The  channel  depth  was  then  largely  controlled  by  rock  outcroppings  in  the  upper  portion  of 


the  river.   The  river  was  essentially  unavailable  to  economically  viable  use  from  mid- 
September  until  late  December  although  some  shoal-draft  traffic  and  traffic  not  transiting  the 
rock  shoal  areas  may  have  occurred 

The  1986  drought  was  marked  by  an  extremely  dry  late  spring.   By  late  June  natural 
stream  flow  was  practically  non-existent   Evaporation  and  consumptive  uses  of  water 
equalled  or  exceeded  the  naturally  available  flow.  Navigable  depths  were  controlled  from 
April  until  early  July  when  existing  storage  on  the  lower  ACF  (West  Point  and  Walter  F. 
George)  was  depleted,  and  it  was  apparent  that  the  headwater  storage  would  be  insufficient  to 
continue  navigation.   The  support  flow  releases  for  navigation  were  suspended  at  the  end  of 
July  and  were  not  restored  until  mid-November. 

Another  drought  in  1988  speared  to  be  a  repeat  of  conditions  experienced  in  1986. 
Howe\'er,  as  conditions  developed  some  navigable  depth  was  maintained  until  about  the  first 
of  August  when  navigation  was  suspended   Following  discussions  with  users  during  and  after 
the  1986  drought  the  Corps  planned  for  a  period  of  navigation,  called  a  Navigation  Window, 
to  occur  once  water  could  be  temporarily  retained  in  the  Walter  F.  George  and  West  Point 
projects.   The  stored  water  would  then  be  released  over  a  one  to  two  week  period  allowing 
for  carefully  scheduled  shipments  to  occur.   Such  a  window  was  planned  for  early  September 
1988  but  sufficient  rain  occurred  in  early  September  to  obviate  the  need  for  the  window  and 
to  allow  the  restoration  of  navigation  depths. 

Although  the  droughts  have  caused  concern  about  the  long-term  reliability  of  the 
channel  and  traffic  has  no  doubt  been  affeaed  there  were  three  positive  outcomes  from  these 
droughts.   First,  the  1981  drought  demonstrated  the  constraint  of  the  upper  river  rock  shoals. 
Following  arduous  negotiations  involving  Federal  and  State  resource  agencies,  agreement  was 
reached  allowing  removal  of  these  bottlenecks  in  1984.   Secondly,  the  droughts  of  1986  and 
1988  were  instrumental  in  developing  the  concept  of  navigation  windows  which  have  become 
the  preferred  operating  mode  of  the  users  when  other  means  to  provide  usable  depths  have 
been  stymied   The  third  positive  outcome  of  the  dorughts  was  the  development  of  the 
Navigation  Maintenance  Plan  (NMP)  for  the  ACF  project 

g.   Navigation  Maintenance  Plan. 

The  NMP  was  prepared  for  the  Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  Waterway  as  a 
cooperative  effort  by  the  States  of  Alabama,  Florida,  and  Georgia,  and  the  Mobile  District  of 
the  Corps  in  partial  compliance  with  the  June  29,  1983,  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA) 
entered  into  by  these  parties.   Principal  responsibility  for  the  preparation  of  the  N^'IP  was 
assigned  by  the  participating  parties  to  the  MOA  to  the  Mobile  District.  However,  the  States, 
appropriate  Federal  agencies,  county  governments,  and  navigation  interests  participated  to 
varying  degrees,  in  the  development  of  the  NMP.  The  MOA  directed  the  development  of  a 
plan  to  maintain  the  navigation  channel.  Therefore,  other  options  including  de-authorizing  the 
Waterway  or  amending  its  authorization,  were  not  considered  in  the  plan. 
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The  NMP  is  intended  to  provide  guidance  to  the  Corps  and  to  the  States  in 
maintaining  the  navigation  channel.   Implementation  of  the  plan  will  be  accomplished  throu^ 
existing  authorities.   Parts  of  the  plan  can  only  be  described  in  a  conceptual  fashion  since  the 
long-term  maintenance  program  must  be  flexible  to  accommodate  the  dynamic  nature  of  the 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  Waterway  system. 

The  NMP  was  thus  developed  with  the  intention  of  forecasting  the  maintenance  needs 
of  the  Waterway  over  the  next  25  years.  It  was  agreed  that  the  plan  would  be  reviewed  by 
the  parties  to  the  MOA  once  every  five  years  and  revised  as  necessary  to  address  changes  in 
either  the  characteristics  of  the  river  system,  maintenance  requirements,  or  environmental 
concerns.  Based  on  these  periodic  reviews,  supplements  to  the  NMP  could  be  prepared  The 
initial  NMP  was  completed  in  September  1986.  Annual  reports  on  maintenance  activities 
have  been  produced  since  that  time.  No  supplement  to  the  NMP  has  been  issued 

The  NMP  was  developed  through  close  coordination  between  the  States  of  Alabama, 
Florida,  and  Georgia,  the  Corps,  other  Federal  agencies  and  public  and  private  entities.  In  the 
implementation  of  the  NMP,  all  parties  agreed  to  continue  this  spirit  of  cooperation. 

h.  Channel  avajlgbility- 

Although  various  channel  works  have  been  constructed  on  the  Apalachicola  River  to 
inprove  channel  conditions  at  specific  problem  areas,  the  controlling  depth  of  the  river  has 
often  been  less  than  9  feet  during  a  large  portion  of  the  normal  low  flow  period  of  summer 
and  fall  each  year.  A  number  of  physical  conditions  act  individually  and  collectively  to 
create  serious  navigation  problems  on  the  Apalachicola  River. 

Flow  is  the  primary  factor  wliich  influences  the  degree  to  which  authorized  project 
depths  in  the  Apalachicola  River  navigation  channel  are  available.  A  principal  difficulty  in 
the  ability  of  the  system  to  provide  the  authorized  project  dimensions  on  the  river  is  the  lack 
of  suflBcient  flow,  especially  during  the  months  of  August  through  December.  The 
Navigation  Maintenance  Plan  concluded  that  with  the  performance  of  the  traditional 
maintenance  program,  a  discharge  fix)m  Jim  Woodruff  Dam  of  13,000  cubic  feet  per  second 
(cfs),  compared  to  the  original  design  flow  of  9,300  c6,  has  proven  to  be  the  flow  generally 
required  to  provide  9-foot  channel  depths.  This  hi^er  flow  value  is  particularly  beneficial  in 
the  late  spring  and  early  summer  before  annual  dredging  begins  to  remove  the  shoals  which 
have  formed  during  the  annual  hi^  water  seasoa 

As  dredging  activities  proceed  during  the  late  summer  and  early  fall,  the  flow 
requirements  dimiriish  fixim  13,000  cfs  to  a  flow  around  1 1,000  cfe  to  provide  authorized 
project  depths.   From  1957  through  1984  the  13,000  cfs  flow  was  available  65  percent  of  the 
time,  the  1 1,000  cfs  flow  nearly  80  percent  of  the  time,  and  the  9,300  c6  flow  almost  90 
percent  of  the  time.  The  flow  \\Wch  was  available  95  percent  of  the  time  is  8,000  cfe. 


The  majority  of  the  recent  dredging  activity  has  occurred  between  miles  35.0  to  45.0. 
The  flow  requirements  to  provide  the  9-foot  navigation  channel  have  increased  to  a  range 
between  15,000  to  16,000  cfs  before  the  annual  dredging  program  commences  to  a  range 
between  12,000  to  14,000  cfs  after  dredging.  This  is  in  contrast  to  the  9,300  cfe  original 
design  flow.   In  the  lower  reach  of  the  Apalachicola  River,  there  is  reach  \\tiere  the  river 
channel  divides,  creating  and  island.  The  navigation  channel  is  on  one  side  of  the  island  and 
the  the  Chipola  Cutoflf  is  on  the  other  side.  It  appears  that  the  volume  of  flow  diverted  to  the 
Qiipola  Cutoff  may  be  increasing  which  in  turn  would  require  increases  in  releases  from  Jim 
Woodruff  Dam  required  to  maintain  the  9-foot  navigation  channel.   Subsequent  to  the  NMP, 
the  experience  of  the  past  three  to  four  years  indicates  that  the  problem  of  providing 
navigation  depths  are  worsening.  The  following  table  displays  the  number  of  days  various 
channel  depths  have  been  available  in  the  recent  past 

APALACHICOLA  RIVER 
CHANNEL  AVAILABIUTY,  DAYS 

YEAR  1987  1988  1989  1990  1991  1992  1993  AVG 

Controlling  Depth 

7.0  feet  or  greater  347  274  339  310  329  332  223  307 

8.0  feet  or  greater  270  183  281  168  299  281  186  238 

9.0  feet  or  greater  215  128  190  142  248  210  142  183 


Three  reaches  of  the  Apalachicola  River  have  historically  presented  major  maintenance 
problems,  in  terms  of  hidi  annual  dredging  quantities,  multiple  dredging  events  per  year,  and 
the  lack  of  adequate  disposal  area  capacity.  They  are  Coriey  SloudL  located  between  miles 
35.0  and  37.0;  Chipola  Cutoff;  located  between  miles  39.0  and  42.0;  and  the  Blountstown 
Reach,  which  extends  from  mile  76.0  to  mile  81.0.  Tlie  total  quantities  of  material  removed 
from  these  reaches  between  1970  and  1992  were  ^^proximately  2.6  million  cubic  yards  (mil. 
cy),  2.8  mil.  cy,  and  3.0  mil.  cy,  respectively.  These  quantities  account  for  nearly  35  percent 
of  all  maintenance  dredging  on  the  Apalachicola  River  during  that  time  period   The 
navigation  problems  associated  with  shoaling  in  these  reaches  are  particularly  aggravated 
during  low  flow  periods. 

Lateral  movement  of  the  Apalachicola  River  channel  also  creates  problems  for 
navigation.   These  problems  are  primarily  related  to  situations  where  (a)  the  radii  of  bends 
which  become  so  sharp  that  navigation  is  hindered  and  where  (b)  rock  outcrops  which  can  be 
e.^qx)sed  and  encroach  into  the  channel. 
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Degradation  of  the  upper  third  of  the  Apalachicola  River  streambed  has  historically 
occurred  as  a  response  to  construction  of  Jim  Woodrufif  Dam.  This  is  a  typical  response  of  a 
rver  system  following  construction  of  a  dam.   A  major  inpact  of  the  streambed  degradation 
process  has  been  the  e.'qjosure  of  rock  outcrops  which  encroach  into  the  navigation  channel. 
Many  of  the  rock  excavation  efforts  performed  in  the  past  have  been  in  direct  response  to  this 
condition.   Althouah  recent  data  indicate  that  the  degradation  process  may  have  approached 
equilibrium,  the  possibility  exists  that  localized  problems  could  occur  again  in  the  future  from 
normal  scour  and  fill  processes  which  characterize  alluvial  rivers. 

Based  on  coordination  with  the  Tri-Rivers  Development  Association,  users  of  the 
water  desire  that  the  9-foot  channel  be  available  a  minimum  of  250  days  per  year  which  is 
about  68  percent  of  the  year.  Navigation  interests  further  desire  thai  the  9-foot  channel 
should  be  available  for  a  useable  period  each  month  throughout  the  year  to  facilitate 
continued  growth  of  navigation  trafBc. 

i.   Fnvironmental  Laws 

Environmental  laws  and  regulations  impact  decision  making  processes  associated  with 
virtually  everv  operation  on  a  major  watenvay  such  as  the  ACF.  The  proliferation  of 
environmental  laws  since  the  turn  of  the  century,  and  particularly  within  the  past  two  decades, 
is  reflected  in  an  increased  awareness  for  stewardship  of  the  environment.  The  Federal 
government  is  responsible  for  complying  with  more  than  40  environmental  statues  and 
amendments.  34  of  which  have  been  passed  by  Congress  within  the  past  25  years. 
Reauthorization  of  existing  lavv^  and  passage  of  additional  statues  to  address  newly 
recognized  requirements  for  environmental  protection  are  expected  to  increase  through  the 
tum  of  the  century. 

Federal  environmental  laws  are  implemented  through  a  series  of  regulations  that  are 
frequently  promulgated  bv  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  other 
aaencies    Asenci^  such'as  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  and  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP)  regulate  endangered  species  and 
historical/archeological  resources,  respectively. 

TTie  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA)  affects  virtually  every 
proposed  Federal  action.  Because  NEPAs  impact  is  so  pervasive,  and  because  the  Corps  has 
developed  a  regulation  specifically  to  implement  this  law,  more  detail  is  provided  tor  Nti^A 
dian  for  other  laws. 

NEPA  requires  all  Federal  agencies  to  give  appropriate  predecisional  consideration  to 
environmental  effects  of  proposed  actions  in  their  planning  and  decision  making,  and  to 
prepare  detailed  statements  regarding  such  considerations  and  the  resulting  recommendations 
for  major  Federal  actions  sianificantlv  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  A 
proposed  major  change  in  the  operation  of  a  system,  for  example,  could  necessitate 
preparation  of  NEPA  documentation. 
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In  the  first  phase  of  the  NEPA  process  an  environmental  review  of  the  proposed  action 
is  generally  performed  to  determine  whether  significant  environmental  impacts  are  anticipated 
and  whether  changes  can  be  made  to  the  proposed  action  to  eliminate  these  impacts.  An 
environmental  review  determines  whether  a  proposed  action  can  be  exempted  from  the 
environmental  documentation  process,  can  rely  on  previous  NEPA  documentation,  or  whether 
an  environmental  assessment  (EA)  or  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  must  be  prepared. 

If  an  EA  is  required,  and  the  outcome  indicates  that  no  significant  environmental 
impacts  are  anticipated,  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI)  is  issued.   If  significant 
impacts  are  possible,  and  EIS  must  be  prepared  and  filed  with  the  Ehvironmental  Protection 
Agency.   Conditions  which  would  prompt  the  preparation  of  an  EIS  might  include:  significant 
land  use  changes,  adverse  effects  on  wetlands,  actions  affecting  threatened  or  endangered 
species  or  their  habitats,  or  actions  adversely  affecting  a  floodplain,  parklands,  recreational 
areas  or  important  farmlands  or  other  important  resources. 

The  EIS  process  provides  for  involvement  by  the  public  and  other  agencies  in  the 
decision  making  process  through  a  scoping  process  seeking  input  and  by  presenting 
information  on  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action,  providing  the 
opportunity  to  present  comments,  and  by  assisting  in  developing  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
action. 

Most  Federal  environmental  regulations  are  promulgated  in  response  to  legislation 
passed  by  Congress.  Principal  environmental  laws  in  addition  to  NEPA  which  are  pertinent 
to  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  a  system  such  as  the  ACF  are  listed  below. 

Qean  Air  Act  (CAA)  of  1970,  as  amended,  requires  prevention  of  control  and 
abatement  of  air  pollution  Scorn  stationary  and  mobile  sources;  also  includes  asbestos  removal 
and  disposal  regulations,  acid  deposition  control,  and  stratospheric  ozone  protection. 

Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA)  of  1974  regulates  drinking  water  quality  for 
pollutants  that  may  have  an  adverse  effect  on  human  health  or  negatively  affect  the  aesthetic 
quality  of  drinking  water. 

Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  requires  that  actions  of  Federal  agencies  do  not 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  threatened  or  endangered  species  or  destroy  or  adversely 
impact  critical  habitats  of  these  species.   Section  7  of  this  statute  requires  consultation  with 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and/or  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  when  species 
listed  under  this  statute  may  be  present  and  potentially  affected 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  requires  Federal  agencies  to  consider 
effects  of  their  aaions  (i.e.,  construaion,  leasing,  land  transactions)  on  cultural  and  historic 
resources. 
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Qean  Water  Act  (CWA)  of  1972,  as  amended  -  regulates  discharge  of  wastewaters 
from  any  point  source  including  industrial  facilities  and  sewage  treatment  facilities;  requires 
reporting  and  clean-up  of  oil  and  ha22rdous  substance  spills  m  waterways;  also  protects 
waterways. 

Disposal  of  dredged  or  fill  material  in  waters  of  the  United  States,  including  wetlands 
and  navigable  waters,  is  regulated  by  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Maintenance 
dredging  as  well  as  other  operation  dredging  should  be  performed  in  accordance  with  the 
NEPA  document  for  that  project  Proposed  dredged  material  disposal  activities  are  evaluated 
to  determine  compliance  with  State  water  quality  regulations  (Section  401),  EPA  Section  404 
(b)(1)  guidelines,  and  applicable  coastal  zone  management  programs. 

The  Section  404(b)(1)  evaluation  and  the  evaluation  of  fill  activities  including  open 
water  disposal  actions  associated  with  navigation  maintenance  activities  on  the  ACF  require 
consideration  of  data  on  substrate  characteristics,  water  circulation  patterns,  and  aquatic 
ecosystem  and  organism  factors,  and  information  on  the  quantity  and  characteristics  of  the 
disposal  material.   Based  on  this  evaluation,  the  water  quality  impacts  and  die  overall 
environmental  impacts  can  be  determined. 

Coastal  Zone  IVfanageraent  Act  Section  307  requires  that  Federal  actions  be  consistent 
with  State  Coastal  Zone  Management  Plans  (CZMP)  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  This 
provision  applies  to  the  Apalachicola  River  since  the  entire  State  of  Florida  is  designated  as  a 
Coastal  Zone  under  the  State  CZMP. 

Noise  Control  Act  of  1972  establishes  a  national  policy  to  promote  an  environment 
fi-ee  fi-om  noise  that  jeopardizes  health  and  welfare,  and  regulates  noise  emissions  fi-om 
commercial  products  such  as  transportation  and  construction  equipment 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and  LiatMlity  Act  (CERCLA) 

of  1980,  amended  by  the  Superflind  Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act  (SARA)  of  1986 
regulates  cleanup  of  hazardous  waste  sites;  CERCLA  is  also  known  as  "Superfimd".  Also 
regulates  releases  of  hazardous  substances  into  the  environment. 

j.   The  Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa  rACT^/Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  fACF) 
River  gating  Comprehensive  Study. 

(1)  General. 

Acting  upon  requests  by  entities  in  Georgia  to  obtain  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  fi-om  Corps  of  Engineers  reservoirs  in  the  Northwest  Georgia  and  Metro-Atlanta  areas 
(Lakes  Allatoona  and  Lanier  and  Carters  Lake),  the  Corps,  in  1989,  issued  draft  water  supply 
reallocation  reports  proposing  the  reallocation  of  storage  fi-om  hydropower  to  water  supply  in 
these  lakes.   The  draft  reallocation  reports  contained  documentation  of  environmental 
evaluations  conducted  under  the  provisions  of  the  NEPA.   Within  a  year  after  public 
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notification  of  the  proposed  reallocations  by  the  Coqjs,  the  State  of  Georgia  applied  to  the 
Corps  (Savannah  District)  for  a  permit  to  construct  a  water  supply  reservoir  on  the  Tallapoosa 
River,  approximately  five  miles  upstream  of  the  Alabama-Georgia  state  line.   On  June  28, 
1990,  the  State  of  Alabama,  apparently  concerned  about  the  cumulative  impacts  of  proposed 
and  potential  future  water  resource  actions,  filed  litigation  in  the  Federal  District  Court  for 
Northern  Alabama  challenging  the  adequacy  of  the  Corps  NEPA  documentation  addressing 
the  proposed  reallocations. 

The  U.S.  Congress,  aware  of  this  regional  water  dispute,  provided  funding  in  1990  for  the 
Corps  to  conduct  a  comprehensive  water  resources  stucfy  in  the  Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa 
(ACT)  and  ACF  basins.   The  following  Congressional  language  accompanied  the  Fiscal  Year 
1991  ^propriation  of  funds  for  the  ConpTchensive  Study.    'This  study  will  evaluate  the 
long-term  water  resources  availability  and  needs  within  the  two  river  basins.    When  complete, 
this  study  will  provide  the  Governors  of  the  three  States  with  the  irformation  they  need  to 
develop  a  mutually  c^reeable  plan  for  the  allocation  of  available  water  in  the  basins. "  The 
authorized  study  thus  provided  an  opportunity  to  address  the  availability  and  anticipated  long- 
term  water  needs  as  well  as  the  potential  rarnifications  of  various  water  management  options 
on  multiple  interests  in  the  two  basins. 

Shortly  after  the  litigation  was  filed  by  Alabama,  representatives  of  Alabama  and  Georgia 
began  discussions  seeking  to  resolve  the  conflicts  between  the  two  states.   Soon  thereafter  the 
Corps  joined  the  discussions  and  the  Stale  of  Florida  joined  a  little  later.  There  was  general 
agreement  among  the  parties  that  litigation  was  the  least  desirable  option  for  resolving  the 
water  resource  conflicts.   The  State  of  Alabama  requested  the  Court  to  defer  the  litigation 
while  settlement  negotiations  were  pursued;  the  Court  granted  this  request. 

On  January  3,  1992,  after  18  months  of  dialogue  and  negotiations,  the  Governors  of 
the  States  of  Alabama,  Florida  and  Georgia  and  die  Assistant  Secretary  of  Army  (Civil 
Works)  signed  an  MOA  committing  to  work  together  as  partners  throudi  the  Comprehensive 
Study  process  to  seek  resolution  of  water  resource  issues.  The  MOA  contained  the  following 
provisions: 

•  The  parties  committed  to  a  process  for  cooperative  management  and 
development  of  regional  water  resources. 

•  The  parties  agreed  to  participate  in  the  Comprehensive  Study  as  equal  p)artnen. 

The  States  committed  to  contribute  direct  and  indirect  monetary  resources  to 
the  study  process. 

•  The  parties  agreed  to  exert  their  best  efforts  to  conplete  the  Conprehensive 
Study,  or  a  substantial  part  thereof,  within  three  years. 
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The  study  report  will  include  as  a  minimum: 

A  conceptual  plan  for  water  resource  management  of  all  water  resources 
including  management  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  impoundments  in 
both  basins. 

An  assessment  of  the  existing  and  future  water  resource  needs, 
including  needs  of  human,  economic,  natural  and  other  systems. 

An  assessment  of  the  extent  of  water  resources  available  within  each 
basin  to  service  such  needs. 

An  appropriate  mechanism  or  mechanisms  to  implement  the  findings  or 
recommendations  of  the  conprehensive  study. 

A  "live  and  let  live"  concept  was  adopted  for  water  utilization  while  the  study 
is  underway.   This  concept  includes  a  notification  procedure  for  proposed  new 
or  increased  withdrawals.  The  Corps  agreed  to  operate  the  Federal  reservoirs 
in  the  two  basins  to  maximize  the  water  resource  benefits  of  the  basins  as  a 
whole. 

•       The  parties  committed  to  establish  a  system  for  facilitating  the  resolution  of 
any  fiiture  disputes  regarding  the  Comprehensive  Study.  The  system  shall 
include  non-binding  mediation  for  issues  which  cannot  be  resolved  throu^ 
negotiations. 

The  Court  would  be  petitioned  to  place  the  litigation  initiated  by  the  State  of 
Alabama  against  the  Corps  to  an  inactive  docket  pending  completion  of  the 
Comprehensive  Study.  (The  Court  granted  this  request.) 

The  Comprehensive  Study  will  produce  substantial  information  on  capabilities  and 
limitations  of  the  water  resources  of  the  basins.   Updated  information  on  current  uses  and 
projected  needs  for  a  variety  of  purposes  will  also  be  produced.   The  study  will  also  provide  a 
common  database  and  interactive  models.  The  models,  which  address  both  water  quantity 
and  quality,  will  be  used  to  analyze  various  management  strategies  on  a  system-wide  basis. 
The  updated  data  and  sophisticated  analytical  tools  will  provide  sound  technical  information 
to  evaluate  altematives,  assess  cumulative  impacts  and  delineate  tradeoffs. 

(2)  Navigation  Demand  Element. 

This  element  is  especially  relevant  to  navigation  considerations  on  the  ACF.   The  tasks 
to  be  accomplished  in  the  Navigation  Demand  element  of  the  Comprehensive  Study  are  to 
provide  an  examination  of  the  conditions  under  which  various  navigation  channel  depths  have 
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been  available  from  a  historic  [perspective.   This  will  in  turn  be  used  to  determine  the 
potential  availability  of  the  navigation  channel  as  a  result  of  alternative  basin-wide  water 
management  practices.   The  work  element  will  utilize  available  data  on  lockages  and  tonnages 
to  forecast  the  amount  of  commodities  that  could  be  shipped  on  the  waterway  under 
alternative  water  management  scenarios.   Records  of  previous  shipments  (commodities, 
tonnages,  origins  and  destinations)  as  well  as  survey  data  will  be  used  to  predict  fijture 
navigation  use  and  to  identify  potential  new  users  of  the  waterway.   Records  of  transportation 
costs  will  be  examined  to  estimate  effects  on  transportation  costs  for  proposed  alternative 
water  management  practices. 

Engineering  studies  will  be  conducted  to  estimate  the  amount,  general  costs  and 
location  of  potential  disposal  areas  for  dredged  material  to  maintain  various  navigable  channel 
conditions.   Alternatives  will  be  evaluated  that  address  the  ability  to  manage  the  river  systems 
to  gain  as  much  savings  in  transportation  costs  as  possible.  These  proposals  will  include:  1) 
methods  of  improving  the  tuning  and  volume  of  adequate  flows;  2)  methods  for  better 
utilization  of  dredging  capabilities;  3)  in-stream  structures  to  concomitantly  reduce  dredging, 
disposal  areas  and  flow  requirements;  and  4)  better  utilization  of  the  available  flow.  For  each 
proposed  river  basin  management  system,  the  woiic  element  will  provide  the  relationships 
between  channel  availability,  the  amount  of  cargoes  that  can  be  shipped,  and  die  potential 
savings  in  transportation  costs.  These  relationships  can  then  be  compared  to  a  reference 
condition  to  establish  the  impacts  to  navigation  of  any  proposed  management  system  and  to 
gage  the  e.xtent  to  which  demands  for  water  by  navigation  are  met  in  die  fliture.  The 
information  derived  from  this  study  element  will  be  extremely  relevant  in  addressing  the 
opportunities  and  impacts/tradeofis  associated  with  potendal  navigation  improvements. 

k.   Apalachicola  River  and  Bav  Freshwater  Needs  Assessment. 

The  Apalachicola  River  and  Bay  Freshwater  Needs  Assessment  is  being  conducted  by 
the  Nonhwest  Florida  Water  Management  District  (NWFWMD).   It  is  also  an  element  of  the 
ACT/ACF  Comprehensive  Study.   In  1988  the  NWFWMD  developed  and  approved  a 
management  plan  for  Apalachicola  River  and  Bay  under  the  auspices  of  tJie  Florida  Surface 
Water  Improvement  and  Management  (SWIM)  program.  This  designated  Apalachicola  River 
and  Bay  as  a  priority  water  body  in  the  State  of  Florida.  Under  this  program  the  NW7WMD 
initiated  the  Freshwater  Needs  Assessment  program,  in  part  as  a  result  of  the  continued 
pressures  on  water  resources  from  outside  of  Florida 

An  integrated  study  plan  was  developed  to  provide  information  needed  to  quantify  the 
freshwater  needs  of  the  Apalachicola  River  and  Bay.   This  plan  includes  a  characterization  of 
riverine  and  floodplain  habitats,  nutrient  and  primary  productivity  studies,  an  examination  of 
the  long-term  biological  data  sets  available  for  Apalachicola  Bay,  the  application  of  a  three- 
dimensional  hydrodynamic  model  of  the  bay  and  associated  data  collection,  and  the 
integration  of  the  biological  data  analyses  and  the  estuarine  model.   The  major  elements  of 
this  studv  are: 
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Hydrodynamic  model  data  collection  eflFort 

Three  dimensional  hydrodynamic  model  development,  including  calibration  and 
verification 

Characterization  of  riverine  and  floodplain  habitats 

Nutrient  transport  and  primary  productivity 

•        Physical,  biological  and  geochemical  integration 

These  studies  will  be  used  to  relate  freshwater  inflow  to  salinity  transport  and  other  water 
quality  parameters  in  the  bay  and  allow  for  simulation  of  nutrient  transport  and  salinity,  and 
prediction  of  interactions  between  important  chemical  processes  and  biota  of  the  bay. 

Prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  ACT/ACF  Conprehensive  Study,  the  NWFWMD  named  a 
panel  -  designated  the  Technical  Working  Group  (TWG)  -  to  act  in  the  capacity  of  scientific 
review  and  comment  on  the  proposed  research  for  Apalachicola  Bay.  A  program  was 
developed  and  subsequently  ^proved  providing  the  basis  of  the  Freshwater  Needs 
Assessment  program.  To  ensure  consistency,  the  Technical  Coordination  Group  (TCG), 
which  provides  technical  management  and  oversi^t  for  the  ACT/ACF  Comprehensive  Study, 
requested  that  the  NWFWMD  modify  the  existing  Freshwater  Needs  Assessment  scope  of 
woric  for  incorporation  into  the  Comprehensive  Study.  This  was  completed  and  the  scope  was 
approved  by  the  TCG  for  inplementation  in  March  1992. 

Work  was  initiated  and  has  consisted  of  development  of  the  long-range  research  plan, 
initiation  of  the  TWG,  initial  development  of  a  hydrodynamic  model,  and  analysis  of  existing 
data.   Preliminary  assessments  of  the  relationships  between  fisheries  landing  and  river  flows 
have  been  conpleted.  Contracts  for  nutrient  and  productivity  studies,  primary  and  secondary 
coupling,  and  integration  of  study  results  have  been  initiated  with  fimds  fixjm  the  states  of 
Florida  and  Georgia.  In  addition,  the  hydrodynamic  data  collection  efforts  in  the  Bay  have 
been  initiated.  All  data  collection  equipment  was  deployed  in  early  1993  and  actual  data 
collection  began  in  April  1993.  Any  proposed  modifications  to  the  ACF  operating  plan  and 
associated  modifications  to  the  system's  flow  regimen  would  have  to  be  evaluated  as  to 
potential  impacts  on  the  ^^alachicola  River  and  Bay. 

1.    Florida  Ownership  of  Apalachicola  River  Floodplain  Lands. 

The  i^alachicola  River  Water  Management  Area  in  Liberty  and  Gulf  counties  is  a 
35,487-acre  floodplain  property  that  has  been  owned  and  managed  by  the  NWFWMD  since 
1985.  The  NWFWMD  acquired  this  land  under  Florida's  "Save  Our  Rivers"  program  that 
makes  it  possible  for  each  of  the  five  water  management  districts  to  purchase  lands  necessary 
specifically  for  water  management,  water  supply,  and  the  conservation  and  protection  of  water 
resources. 
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The  NWFWMD  is  required  by  the  Florida  Statutes  (section  373.59)  to  manage  and 
maintain  its  lands  in  an  environmentally  acceptable  manner  and  to  restore  or  protect  them  in  a 
natural  state  and  condition.   The  legislation  also  charges  the  District  to  evaluate  its  lands  only 
for  recreational  potential  and  to  make  them  available  for  varied,  low  impact  recreational 
purposes  unless  such  uses  are  incompatible  with  the  water  management  and  protection 
fijnctions  of  the  property. 

NWFWMD  property  straddles  the  lower  Apalachicola  River  in  the  general  vicinity  of 
Wewahitchka.  and  reaches  fix)m  navigational  mile  21  in  the  south  to  51  in  the  north.  Much 
of  the  eastern  boundary  borders  the  Apalachicola  National  Forest,  while  the  western  jjerimeter 
is  shared  by  State  of  Florida  lands  and  a  number  of  private  land  owners. 

The  water  management  benefits  and  environmental  values  associated  with  the  extensive 
floodplain  wetlands  that  characterize  this  ecosystem  were  the  primary  impetus  for  the 
NWFWMD's  acquisition  of  the  property.  These  floodplain  wetlands  are  the  NWFWMD's  first 
priority  for  preservation.  The  major  consideration  in  the  protection  of  the  forests  that  cover 
these  wetlands  is  the  extremely  high  wildlife  benefits  and  detritus  productivity  that  is 
characteristic  of  mature  and  species-rich  bottomland  hardwood  ecosystems.  NWFWMD  land 
use  policy  dictates  that  these  lands  will  be  restored  and  protected  in  their  natural  state  and 
conditioa   To  accomplish  this,  the  NWFWMD  has  been  actively  pursuing  four  restoration 
objectives  on  this  property:  1)  reforestation  of  heavily  impacted  forestry  sites,  2) 
reestablishment  of  natural  drainage  patterns  disrupted  by  logging  trails,  3)  reclamation  of 
navigation  project  spoil  sites,  and  4)  reclamation  of  formerly  leased  campsites.  Obviously,  the 
use  policy  established  for  these  lands  creates  compatibility  issues  when  considering  the 
possibility  of  establishing  disposal  areas  on  these  lands. 

3.  Potential  Measures  to  Improve  Navigation  Availability. 

A  number  of  potential  measures  that  could  improve  navigation  availability  are 
presented  in  subsequent  paragraphs.   This  information  was  assembled  using  readily  available 
information.  The  estimates  of  additional  days  that  navigation  may  be  available  for  the 
various  alternatives  are  independent  of  one  another  and  should  not  be  added  together. 

a.   Additional  Enrage  dams. 

Water  impoundments  at  Lazer  Creek,  Lower  Achumpkee  Creek  and  Spewrell  BluflF 
were  originally  included  in  the  General  Design  Memorandum  for  the  ACF  system.   The 
Planning  and  Engineering  Studies  were  halted  in  1973  when  Govemor  Jimmy  Carter,  State  of 
Georgia  opposed  the  development  of  these  projects.  These  projects  were  deauthorized  in  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.   These  impoundments  would  have  supplemented 
water  availability  for  the  Apalachicola  River  as  well  as  providing  hydropower,  recreation, 
water  supply  and  flood  control  in  the  basin.   Depending  on  the  amount  of  storage  provided 
and  the  water  control  plans  adopted,  these  reservoirs  could  have  significantly  contributed  to 
meeting  the  navigation  water  requirements,  possibly  beyond  the  250  days  per  year  goal.  The 
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estimated  costs  of  these  impoundments  in  1962  was  $151.9  million,  which  equates  to  $687 
million  based  on  indexing  the  constmction  costs  from  1962  to  1995.  These  projected  costs  do 
not  include  any  environmental  compliance  or  mitigation  costs  which  mi^t  accrue  based  on 
current  statutes  and  regulations. 

b.  Additional  ApalachJCQl^  Rjver  Lwk  and  Dam- 

A  1978  study  to  address  water  resource  problems  in  the  Apalachicola  River  Basin 
evaluated  construction  of  an  additional  lock  and  dam  on  the  Apalachicola  River.  A  dam, 
located  at  approximately  river  mile  79  ,  would  raise  the  water  surface  about  12  feet  at  a 
discharge  of  9,300  cfe  and  would  form  a  reservoir  generally  within  the  river  banks  extending 
for  27  miles  upstream  to  Jim  Woodruff  Lock  and  Dam.  The  dam  woidd  be  a  mn-of-the-river 
type.  Dredging  trends  indicate  a  reduced  requirement  for  dredging  in  the  LqDper  Apalachciola; 
therefore,  it  is  estimated  that  channel  availability  would  be  inpx)ved  up  to  15  days  per  year  if 
this  alternative  were  constructed.  The  estimated  Federal  first  cost  in  1976  was  $46.2  million, 
which  equates  to  $103  million  based  on  indexing  the  construction  costs  from  1976  to  1995. 
Potential  mitigation  costs,  particularly  those  associated  with  potential  wetlands  impacts  are  not 
included  in  this  preliminary  estimate.  The  plan  was  economically  viable  at  that  time; 
however,  it  was  strongly  opposed  by  environmental  interests  and  the  State  of  Florida.  It  is 
unlikely  that  this  position  has  changed  given  the  creation  of  the  Apalachicola  River  Aquatic 
Preserve  and  acquisition  of  extensive  amounts  of  bottomland  hardwoods  by  theNWFWMD. 

c.  Channel  Modifications. 

Structural  modifications  have  been  made  to  the  Apalachicola  River  over  time  in  the 
form  of  training  dikes,  bank  stabilizatioa  bend  casings  and  cutoffs.  Additional  studies  have 
been  conducted  by  the  Corps  Waterways  Experiment  Station  to  increase  channel  availability 
by  reducing  dredging  requirements  at  problem  maintenance  reaches.  As  discussed  previously, 
the  major  problem  reaches  are  identified  as  Corley  Slough,  Blountstown  and  Chipola  Cutoff. 
The  studies  culminated  in  recommended  designs  for  each  of  these  areas.  The  results  of  these 
studies  were  presented  in  the  Navigation  Maintenance  Plan  and  are  summarized  as  follows: 

(1)  Training  worics. 

Training  works,  in  the  fonn  of  dike  fields,  are  a  major  feature  of  the  Apalachicola 
River  maintenance  program.  The  purposes  of  these  structures  are  to  assist  in  providing  the 
desired  channel  alignment  through  a  particular  reach  and  to  reduce  dredging  requirements  at  a 
particular  location..  Training  dikes  alter  the  channel  geometry  of  a  particular  river  reach  by 
utilizing  the  natural  forces  of  the  river's  velocity  to  keep  the  sediment  in  suspension  so  that  it 
will  not  settle  out  at  that  location.  As  a  result,  it  is  possible  to  maintain  the  desired  channel 
dimensions  without  the  need  for  frequent  dredging  at  locations  where  dikes  are  installed.   The 
>MP  recommended  maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  29  existing  dike  fields  to  their  original 
design  configurations.   Additionally,  the  NMP  recommended  completion  of  engineering 
studies  of  the  effectiveness  of  training  works  in  the  Blountstown  reach  and  the  Chipola  Cutoff 
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reach.   Typically  these  two  reaches  account  for  35  percent  of  the  average  annual  dredging 
requirement  in  the  Apalachicola  River. 

The  training  dikes  proposed  in  the  NMP  for  construction  at  Blountstown  had  an 
estimated  cost  in  1986  of  S9,712,000.   The  NMP  states  an  anticipated  93  percent  reduction  in 
average  annual  dredging  through  the  reach.  Training  dikes  were  also  proposed  for  the 
Chipola  Cutoff  and  were  estimated  in  1986  to  cost  58,711,000.  The  dikes  at  Chlpola  Cutoff 
were  estimated  to  reduce  the  dredging  requirement  at  that  reach  by  99  percent.   Dredging  in 
these  reaches  average  about  33  days  per  year,  training  works  could,  therefore,  serve  to 
reduce  the  overall  dredging  time  required  to  achieve  the  desired  channel  dimensions. 

(2)  Bank  stabilization. 

Bank  stabilization  consists  of  armoring  die  river  bank  with  stone  to  minimize  erosioru 
It  differs  from  training  dikes  in  that  the  material  is  placed  along  the  shoreline  parallel  to  the 
river  flow  rather  than  the  perpendicular  placement  used  in  training  works.   Bank  stabilization 
is  most  beneficial  when  the  river  exhibits  a  tendency  to  meander,  generally  eroding  the 
outside  of  the  bend  and  depositing  the  material  in  the  channel  crossing  immediately 
downstream.  Large  scale  bank  stabilization  has  not  been  undertaken  on  the  Apalachicola 
River.  The  NMP  identified  two  situations  which  could  warrant  consideration  of  limited  fliture 
bank  stabilization  worics:  reduction  of  lateral  migration  of  the  channel  to  minimize 
encroachment  of  rock  outcrops  into  the  channel  and  reduction  of  bank  erosion  opposite 
certain  existing  dike  fields.   This  option  would  serve  to  reduce  erosion  and  thereby  reduce  the 
quantity  of  dredged  material  necessary  to  maintain  a  more  reliable  channel. 

(3)  Cutoffe. 

A  cutoff,  as  the  term  implies,  eliminates  a  sharp  river  bend  by  cutting  through  the 
bend  to  provide  a  shorter  travel  route.   Construction  of  a  Cutoff  was  evaluated  by  the 
Waterways  Experiment  Station  to  improve  navigation  channel  availability  at  Corley  Slough. 
This  alternative  consists  of  a  new  channel  excavated  to  approximately  13  feet  below  the 
dredging  reference  profile  with  a  bottom  width  of  250  feet  and  side  slopes  approximately  1 
vertical  to  2  horizontal.  The  channel  would  begin  at  mile  35.4  just  upstream  of  the  River  Styx 
and  cut  northward  through  the  land  mass  with  a  radius  of  curvature  of  approximately  4,000 
feet.  This  would  sever  the  Coriey  Slou^  reach  and  shorten  the  travel  distance  by  approx- 
imately 1.1  miles.  The  proposed  work  included  some  bank  stabilization  a:  the  upper  entrance 
to  the  new  channel.  Approximately  55  acres  of  onshore  disposal  would  be  required  and  37 
acres  would  be  needed  for  the  channel.   The  total  cost  indexed  to  1995  costs  is  estimated  to 
be  53,825,000.     The  real  estate  requirements  and  cost  estimate  do  not  include  any  mitigation 
lands  which  may  be  required  The  NMP,  however,  did  not  recommend  further  action  on  this 
cutoff 
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(4)  Bend  casings. 


Bend  casings  are  defined  as  a  widening  of  a  section  of  river  or  modification  of  the 
alignment  of  a  bend  by  excavation  of  the  riverbank  to  assist  navigation  through  sharp  turns. 
Bend  easing  differs  from  a  cutoff  in  that  it  does  not  significantly  shorten  the  river  or  sever  a 
bend  of  the  river.   Bend  casings  are  considered  when  the  sharpness  of  the  bend  is  not  severe 
enough  to  consider  the  application  of  a  cutoff  According  to  the  NMP,  the  portion  of  the 
Apalachicola  River  between  navigation  miles  35  and  80  have  the  highest  probability  of 
needing  bend  easings.   Specifically,  bend  casings  have  been  considered  as  potential  solutions 
to  problems  in  the  Coriey  Slough  reach  and  the  Ghipola  CutoflF  reach. 

d  Dredgg  Rgferenge  Profile  Revision- 

Dredging  needs  on  the  Apalachicola  River  is  determined  by  a  Dredging  Reference 
Profile  (DRP).  A  DRP  is  a  theoretical  water  surfece  elevation  throudiout  the  length  of  the 
river  at  some  specified  discharge  (flow).  From  this  profile  the  depth  of  required  dredging 
may  be  determined  at  any  location  along  the  river.  The  DRP  for  die  Apalachicola  River  was 
established  based  on  a  release  of  9,300  cubic  feet  per  second  (c&)  from  Jim  Woodruff  Lock 
and  Dam.  Flow  requirements  have  increased  such  that  releases  of  13,000  cfe  and  greater  are 
now  required  to  sustain  a  9-foot  channel  after  conpletion  of  maintenance  dredging.  This 
increased  flow  is  not  available  on  a  prolonged  basis  under  the  current  water  management 
framewo±  for  the  existing  ACF  reservoirs. 

In  the  twenty  years  since  the  Apalachicola  River  DRP  was  last  modified  numerous 
changes  have  occurred  including  rock  relocation,  streambed  degradation  and  flow  changes 
into  Apalachicola  River  distributaries.  In  1994  detailed  surveys  were  performed  to  evaluate 
changes  to  the  DRP  and  identify  alternatives  that  could  be  ejqjlored  fixrther.  Surveys  began  in 
June  1994  and  were  suspended  by  the  flooding  associated  with  Tropical  Storm  Alberto  in 
July.  The  efforts  were  completed  in  November  1994.  The  survey  results  are  being  used  to 
further  analyze  the  hydraulic  characteristics  of  the  river  and  identify  alternative  structural  or 
maintenance  practice  changes  that  would  improve  channel  availability.  The  analysis  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  by  September  1995;  implementation  of  any  identified  options 
would  be  contingent  upon  their  cost  effectiveness,  environmental  acceptability,  availability  of 
real  estate,  and  other  considerations. 

e.  Operational  alternatives. 

(1)  Navigation  windows. 

A  navigation  window  is  an  water  management  technique  used  to  provide  a  specified 
minimum  channel  for  a  specified  period  of  time  during  low  flow  periods,  typically  late 
summer  and  early  fall.   The  navigation  windows  currently  used  on  the  Apalachicola  River 
provide  a  7.5  foot  channel  for  a  10-day  period   Use  of  this  technique  requires  approximately 
20  to  25  days  to  store  water  in  Lake  Seminole,  Walter  F.  George,   and  West  Point  Lake 
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prior  to  the  scheduled  release.  This  lead  time  provides  an  opportunity  to  notify  navigation 
users  in  advance  of  an  upconiing  navigation  window.   Increasing  the  depth  to  be  provided  by 
a  navigation  window  to  a  9-foot  channel  would  increase  the  number  of  days  the  9-foot 
channel  is  available,  but  would  also  require  more  water  from  upstream  impoundments  or 
would  be  of  a  different  duration. 

Significant  improvements  in  the  reliability  of  the  navigation  channel  have  been  made 
in  the  use  of  navigation  windows.  These  windows  provide  a  minimum  7.5  foot  channel  for  a 
10-day  duration  through  relatively  minor  alterations  in  water  release  patterns.  Navigation 
windows  allow  product  deliveries  to  be  made  on  a  monthly  basis,  and  have  improved  the 
ACF's  channel  reliability.  Qiannel  reliabihty,  in  tum,  can  improve  the  ability  to  attract 
increased  navigation  traffic  and  industrial  development  in  the  regioa 

In  the  limited  time  that  windows  have  been  used,  there  are  an  average  of  three 
navigation  windows  on  the  Apalachicola  River  each  year.  Oianging  from  a  7.5  foot  channel 
to  a  9-foot  channel  for  these  windows  would  increase  the  9-foot  channel  availability  by  30 
days.  The  impact  of  this  change  would  be  increased  lake  level  fluctuations  in  upstream 
impoundments.   Based  on  past  experience,  lake  user  complaints  associated  with  these  changes 
can  be  anticipated.   Under  the  existing  water  control  plan,  if  9-foot  navigation  windows  are  to 
be  provided,  the  volume  of  water  available  for  use  would  be  the  same  as  is  currently  used  to 
produce  a  7.5-foot  channel.  Accordingly,  the  windows  would  have  to  be  of  shorter  duration 
and  possibly  less  frequent.    Some  cost  associated  with  lost  revenue  through  reduced  ability  to 
use  the  water  for  hydropower  generation  might  also  occur. 

(2)  Additional  storage  in  existing  facilities. 

Additional  storage  in  the  existing  impoundments  would  allow  more  water  to  be 
released  during  periods  of  low  rainfall.   Sedimentation  that  has  accumulated  since 
construaion  of  these  impoundments  could  be  removed  to  provide  additional  water  storage 
capability  and  greater  flexibility  for  water  releases  to  assist  navigation.  Control  of  the  growth 
of  hydrilla,  an  exotic  plant  in  Lake  Seminole  is  currently  being  addressed  in  a  separate  study. 
Dredging  Lake  Seminole  could  help  both  issues,  however  lake  storage  reclamation  would 
require  the  removal  of  a  sizeable  quantity  of  material  and  would  be  a  costly  effort.   This 
option  is  not  practical  or  cost  effective  from  several  perspectives.   For  example,  to  gain  one 
foot  of  depth  in  the  Apalachicola  River  for  one  day  requires  4000  acre-feet  of  water  which  is 
equivalent  to  the  removal  of  6.5  million  cubic  yards  of  material.   Locating  environmentally 
acceptable  disposal  areas  would  be  an  enormous  challenge.   Present  maintenance  dredging 
costs  of  approximately  $1.50  per  cubic  yard,  result  in  an  estimated  cost  of  S9.8  million  for 
one  additional  day  of  a  9-foot  channel.   Additionally,  periodic  maintenance  dredging  would 
be  required  to  sustain  the  increased  storage  volume. 
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(3)  Water  management  options. 

Regulation  of  streamflows  to  augment  low  flow  conditions  in  the  Apalachicola  River 
has  long  been  a  central  feature  of  the  navigation  project.   In  addition  to  maintaining  pool 
levels  at,  or  above,  specific  elevations  to  allow  navigation  throu^  the  lalces  created  by  Jim 
Woodruff,  George  W.  Andrews,  and  Walter  F.  George  Dams,  the  storage  available  in  Lake 
Walter  F.  George  and  the  upstream  impoundments  formed  by  West  Point  and  Buford  Dams  is 
used  to  augment  low  streamflows.  While  there  is  limited  navigation  storage  at  Lake 
Seminole,  reservoir  releases  are  nomially  used  to  maintain  tailwater  elevations  below  Jim 
WoodruflF  Dam  when  there  is  zero  discharge  at  Walter  F.  George  Dam  on  weekends. 
Principal  navigation  storage  is  provided  by  Buford,  West  Point,  and  Walter  F.  George  Dams. 
However,  sufBcient  water  volumes  are  often  not  available  within  the  entire  system  to  satisfy 
navigation  needs  during  the  low  water  months  of  August  through  December  and  still  meet 
other  project  purposes.  Because  the  ACF  impoimdments  are  operated  as  a  system, 
implications  of  any  proposed  changes  in  the  operating  plan  must  be  evaluated  for  each 
component  of  the  system  as  well  as  the  system  as  a  whole.  A  system-wide  ecosystem 
approach  should  be  utilized. 

The  current  ACF  Water  Control  Plan  outlines  water  storage  and  releases  at  the  various 
impoundments  within  the  system  This  Plan  could  be  modified  to  provide  some  additional 
water  for  navigation  during  the  critical  late  summer  and  fall  period;  however,  the  existing 
storage  edacity  is  not  sufficient  to  provide  for  reliable  navigation  depths  in  the  absence  of 
additional  channel  maintenance  programs. 

This  alternative  has  the  potential  for  inproving  channel  availability,  but  tradeofife 
would  accrue  in  other  functional  areas  such  as  reduced  use  of  recreational  facilities  and 
greater  risks  to  hydropower  production.   Water  storage  and  utilization  alternatives  are  the  key 
issues  being  addressed  in  the  on-going  .Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa  and  Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint  Comprehensive  Basin  Study.   Before  any  changes  could  be  made  to  die 
ACF  Water  Control  Plan,  they  would  need  to  be  addressed  in  concert  with  the  Comprehensive 
Study. 

f  Maintgngnge  Alternatives. 

(1)  Dredging  earlier. 

Annual  maintenance  dredging  on  the  Apalachicola  River  traditionally  begins  in  May 
and  e.xtends  into  October.  It  may  be  possible  to  start  dredging  in  April  under  certain 
conditions.   However,  if  river  flow  exceed  about  20,000  cfe.  it  would  negate  the  dredging 
accomplished   As  a  point  of  reference,  the  dredging  equipment  for  channel  maintenance  has 
historically  averaged  a  Contractor  payment  of  5400,000  per  month.  This  alternative  would 
allow  the  Dredging  Reference  Profile  channel  to  be  reestablished  30  days  earlier  if  no  hi^ 
water  is  experienced.   On  this  basis  improved  channel  reliability  could  be  realized  under 
certain  flow  conditions,  but  not  necessarily  every  year. 
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(2)  Second  dredge. 

Using  an  additional  dredge  would  help  to  restore  the  dredge  reference  profile  earlier. 
A  secondary  benefit  fix)m  this  option  would  be  the  conservation  of  storage  for  use  in  the 
critical  late  summer  and  fall  timeframe.   Use  of  an  additional  dredge  on  the  Apalachicola 
River  for  approximately  two  months  could  restore  the  dredge  reference  profile  approximately 
60  days  earlier  which  could  improve  the  channel  availability  by  60  days  providal  the  channel 
design  flow  is  available.   The  anticipated  cost  of  this  alternative  would  be  on  the  order  of  $1 
million  based  on  two  months  dredge  earnings,  mobilization  and  demobilization. 

(3)  Sediment  basins. 

Dredging  on  the  Apalachicola  River  is  limited  to  9  feet  project  depth  plus  2  feet  of 
allowable  overdepth.   Sediment  basins  are  utilized  on  the  Oiattahoochee  River  and  on  other 
inland  river  systems  in  the  Mobile  District   Sediment  basins  are  essentially  an  additional  two 
feet  advanced  maintenance  at  certain  problem  reaches.  This  q^proach  is  only  practical  at  sites 
that  have  sufBcient  disposal  capacity.   Sediment  basins  can  not  presently  be  used  at  the  three 
problem  reaches  identified  above  without  additional  disposal  sites.   At  locations  where 
dredging  requirements  are  less  than  annual  dredging  an  additional  two  feet  could  extend  the 
time  between  dredging  requirements.   Of  the  14  typical  locations  dredged  it  is  anticipated  that 
advanced  maintenance  midit  be  beneficial  at  one  fourth  of  these  sites.   Reduced  dredging 
time  associated  with  this  level  of  implementation  is  estimated  to  be  15  days. 

The  effectiveness  of  such  sediment  basins  is  questionable.   The  Navigation 
Maintenance  Plan's  e\'aIuation  of  advanced  maintenance  on  the  Apalachicola  River  revealed 
that  this  technique  is  not  an  effective  maintenance  technique  for  this  segment  of  the  river 
svstem. 


g.   Innovative  Measures. 

(1)  Injection  dredging. 

This  is  a  relatively  new  technique  for  which  a  demonstration  project  was  conducted  tn 
the  upper  Mississippi  River  in  1992.  The  water  injection  method  injects  water  into  the 
shoaled  material,  loosening  it  from  the  bottom  and  allowing  the  currents  to  move  the  material 
downstream  in  deeper  water  areas,  clearing  the  navigation  channel.   Water  injection  dredging 
is  most  effective  when  removing  1-2  foot  shoals  within  1000  feet  of  areas  with  deeper  than  9- 
foot  water.   It  is  more  fuel  eflBcient  and  operates  with  a  smaller  crew  than  conventional 
pipeline  dredges.   The  demonstration  project  stated  an  average  production  150  cubic  yards  per 
pumping  hour  (c\-/hr)  and  a  dredging  cost  of  S2.50  per  cy.   A  detailed  evaluation  would  be 
required  to  determine  the  applicability,  environmental  acceptability,  and  cost  effectiveness  of 
this  approach. 
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(2)  Beneficial  uses  of  dredged  material. 

Beneficial  uses  of  dredged  material  are  certainly  a  worthwhile  goal.  However,  there 
are  a  number  of  considerations  which  must  be  addressed  to  assure  practicality  and 
implementability.  A  demonstration  project  is  underway  to  obtain  reliable  operational  and  cost 
information  on  a  potential  beneficial  use  concept  The  Northwest  Florida  Water  Management 
District  (NWFWMD)  obtained  $250,000  from  the  State  of  Florida  for  a  demonstration  project 
on  using  dredged  material  from  an  Apalachicola  River  disposal  site  for  use  as  constmction 
material  or  for  beach  nourishment  at  a  State  aquatic  preserve  at  St.  George  Island.  The 
Mobile  District  actively  supported  the  eflfort  with  surveys,  solicitation  specifications,  and 
proposal  reviews. 

The  material  was  excavated  from  a  disposal  site  that  is  filled  to  capacity  and  not 
presently  being  used.  The  site  is  located  at  Coriey  Slou^  Mile  36.5,  one  of  the  key  problem 
areas  on  the  Apalachicola  River.  Approximately  1.1  million  cubic  yards  of  material  is 
contained  in  this  disposal  site.  The  total  cost  of  removing  the  material  so  that  the  site  could 
again  be  used  to  receive  material  fix)m  the  channel  maintenance  is  rou^y  estimated  at  $5.5 
million. 

The  goal  of  the  demonstration  project  is  to  show  that  the  removal  and  reuse  of  the 
material  is  viable  and  to  obtain  a  preliminary  indication  of  the  cost  associated  with  such  an 
effort.  This  information  will  be  used  as  the  basis  for  seeking  funds  for  further  dredged 
material  beneficial  use  efforts.  Other  beneficial  use  opportunities  will  also  be  explored 

(3)  Disposal  site  restoration/managemenL 

Disposal  site  restoration  is  a  concept  that  is  also  being  considered  for  certain  iqjland 
sites.   By  removing  the  material  from  the  site  and  either  selling  it  or  using  it  in  a  beneficial 
manner,  the  capacity  of  the  site  is  restored  for  receiving  additional  material.  In  many  cases 
this  may  be  less  e.'qjensive  and  certainly  more  environmentally  acceptable  than  ejqjanding  the 
size  of  the  site.  For  other  sites,  management  of  the  sites  by  actively  dewatering  the  dredged 
material  would  serve  to  consolidate  the  material,  reduce  to  volume  required  within  the 
disposal  area,  and  prolong  the  life  of  the  site.  This  can  be  ejqplored  wiien  and  as 
opportunities  arise. 

4.    Constraints. 

For  presentation  purposes,  the  identified  constraints/obstacles  have  been  categorized 
into  four  areas:   Physical,  Environmental,  System,  and  Inplementation  constraints.  It  is 
recognized  that  there  is  an  overlap  among  these  categories  and  certain  constraints  influence 
other  constraints. 
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a.    Physical  constraints. 

(1)  Dredge  reference  profile. 

Preliminary  findings  indicate  the  streambed  has  experienced  degradation.   A  revised 
DRP  would  involve  new  work  dredging  to  establish  a  new  niaintenance  profile.   If  the 
environmental  clearances  could  be  obtained  to  implement  this  profile,  it  would  result  in  major 
improvements  to  the  channel  availability.   Mitigation  would  most  likely  be  required  to 
compensate  for  the  adverse  impacts  of  any  new  work  dredging;  however,  once  implemented, 
this  effort  may  result  in  a  long  term  channel  improvement  with  no  additional  long  term  O&M 
expenditures. 

(2)  Disposal  areas. 

The  majority'  of  dredged  material  disposal  areas  on  the  Apalachicola  River  consist  of 
within  banks  sites,  and  capacity  of  these  sites  is  limited  by  the  alDility  of  the  river  to  rec^ture 
material  from  these  sites  during  hi^  water  flows  to  restore  capacity  for  the  next  dredging 
year.   Site  management  is  performed  on  certain  sites  to  aid  the  natural  process  of  rec^turing 
material  during  high  flows.   Some  restored  capacity  is  achieved   The  State  of  Florida  has 
been  purchasing  forested  floodplain  adjacent  to  the  Apalachicola  River  for  preservation  as 
part  of  the  Apalachicola  River  and  Bay  Management  Area  currently  being  managed  by  the 
Northwest  Florida  Water  Management  District.  Accordingly,  establishment  of  additional 
upland  disposal  areas  on  Management  Area  lands  is  very  unlikely. 

(3)  Available  reservoir  storage. 

Reservoir  operations  under  the  existing  water  control  plan  have  been  developed  to 
provide  flows  for  navigation  and  other  project  purposes  in  a  balanced  fashion.  Of  the 
1,731,000  acre-feet  (AF)  of  conservation  storage  located  mainly  in  three  multi-purpose 
projects,  the  Corps  Water  Control  Plan  identifies  1,070,000  AF'  to  be  used  in  an  annual  cycle. 


The  remainder  (661,000  .-^F)  is  reserved  as  carry-over  storage  to  be  used  as  water 
supply,  water  quality,  minimum  hydropower,  and,  when  possible,  minimum  or  incidental 
navigation  support  in  the  event  of  a  severe  extended  drought.  Nearly  all  of  the  carry-over 
storage  is  in  Lake  Lanier.  The  annual  useable  storage  for  Lake  Lanier  is  identified  as  that 
between  1071  and  1055  feet  elevation  and  amounts  to  554,400  AF.     If  the  Lake  is  drawn  to 
elevation  1055  at  the  end  of  the  fall,  there  is  about  a  30%-50%  chance  that  the  lake  will  not 
refill  in  the  next  winter/spring  wet  period.     The  greater  the  risk  of  not  refilling  IN  ANY 
YEAR,   the  greater  the  risk  of  long-term  shortfalls  in  meeting  all  projea  purposes,i.e.,  Lake 
Lanier  storage  available  in  any  year  essentially  determines  how  fiilly  all  project  purposes 
throudiout  the  basin..   Designation  of  storage  as  ei±er  an  annual  or  carry-over  resource 
involves  a  tradeoff  between  avoiding  or  lessening  short-term  shortfalls  and  the  increased  risk 
of  not  refilling  Lake  Lanier  and  creating  perhaps  even  more  serious  long-term  shortfalls. 
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(4)  Shoaling  characteristics. 

The  alignment  of  the  Apalachicola  River  is  constantly  changing.  This  is  a  dynamic 
characteristic  of  streams  which  flow  through  alluvial  sediments.   Migration  of  a  bend  across 
the  flood  plain  occurs  through  erosion  of  the  outside  bank  and  the  concurrent  deposition  of 
material  on  the  point  bar  of  the  inside  bank.  As  various  problems  associated  with  lateral 
channel  movement  arise,  remedial  measures  can  be  developed  in  response  to  the  specific 
problem.  For  example,  the  historic  excavation  of  rock  obstructions  has  been  in  response  to 
shifts  that  expose  erosion  resistant  formations.  Because  the  Apalachicola  River  is  expected  to 
remain  in  a  relatively  free-flowing  condition,  lateral  movement  of  the  channel  can  be 
expected  to  periodically  create  problems  for  navigation. 

b.   Environmental  constraints. 

(1)  Endangered  species. 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (ESA)  mandates  all  Federal  agencies  to  conserve 
endangered  and  threatened  species  and  their  critical  habitat,  if  designated.  Also,  this  Act 
allows  Federal  agencies  to  use  their  designated  authorities  to  implement  measures  that  support 
conservation  of  protected  species.  Section  7  of  the  ESA  states  that  all  Federal  agencies  shall 
in  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  insure  that  any  actions 
authorized,  flmded,  or  carried  out  by  them  do  not  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any 
endangered  or  threatened  species  or  result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of 
critical  habitat.  Federally  listed  endangered  or  threatened  or  proposed  species  of  which  are 
known  to  inhabit  the  ACF  basin: 

On  September  30,  1991,  the  FWS  listed  the  Gulf  sturgeon  (Acipenser  oxyrinchus 
desotoi^  as  a  threatened  species  pursuant  to  the  ESA.  This  anadromous  fish  species  occurs  in 
the  Gulf  coastal  states  of  Florida,  Alabama,  Mississippi  and  Louisiana.  The  Gulf  sturgeon  is 
known  to  occur  in  most  major  rivers  from  the  Mississippi  River  to  the  Suwannee  River,  and 
marine  waters  of  the  Central  and  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico  south  to  Florida  Bay.  The  Gulf 
sturgeon  spends  a  major  portion  of  its  life  in  rivers  or  bays,  and  makes  winter  marine 
migrations  as  it  grows  older. 

Populations  on  the  Suwannee  and  Apalachicola  River  indicate  that  the  adults  spend 
summer  months  below  the  mouths  of  spring  runs,  cool-water  rivers,  or  in  sluggish  rivers  with 
deep  holes,  swampy  banks,  and  hard  sand  and  rock  bottom  Spawning  sites,  while  not  widely 
known,  ^pear  to  occur  In  deep  holes  on  large  streams,  with  rock,  gravel,  and  sand  substrate. 
Sturgeon  eggs  are  adhesive;  therefore,  hard  surfaces,  i.e.,  rocks  and  snags,  are  important  in 
the  spawning  area.  The  upstream  migration  of  adults  and  subadults  in  Florida  occurs  from 
February  through  April  each  year  and  they  return  to  estuarine  and  marine  waters  in  late 
October  or  November.   Presently,  the  routine  O&M  channel  maintenance  artivities  do  not 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  species.   However,  any  change  in  routine  channel 
maintenance  activities  would  require  additional  coordination  with  the  FWS. 
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On  August  3,  1994,  the  RiVS  proposed  endangered  status  for  five  freshwater  mussels 
(fat  three-ridge,  Amblema  neislerii:  shiny-rayed  pocketbook,  Lampsilis  subangulata:  Gulf 
moccasinshell,  Medionidus  penicillatus;  Ochlockonee  moccasinshell,  Medionidas 
simpsonianus:  oval  pigtoe,  Pleurobema  pyri  forme)  and  proposed  threatened  status  for  two 
freshwater  mussels  (Qiipola  slabshell,  Elliptio  chipolaensis:  purple  bankclimber,  Elliptoideus 
sloatianus)  in  accordance  with  the  ESA.   These  mussels  are  cunrently  known  from  localized 
portions  of  from  one  to  four  isolated  marine  river  systems,  mostly  in  the  eastem  portion  of 
the  ACF  basin.  The  final  rule  concerning  the  listing  of  the  species  is  scheduled  to  occur  by 
August  3,  1995. 

Based  on  September  1994  and  January  1995  meetings  with  the  PA^S  only  two  of  the 
seven  freshwater  mussels  occur  on  the  main  river  channel  of  the  Apalachicola  River,  where 
they  could  be  impacted  by  navigation  channel  maintenance  activities:  the  purple  bankclimber 
and  the  fat  three-ridge.  None  of  the  proposed  mussel  species  have  been  found  tn  the  main 
channel  of  the  Chattahoochee  River.  The  proposed  mussel  species  occur  in  the  upper  Flint 
River  (above  Bainbridge,  Georgia)  and  tributaries  to  the  ACF,  but  would  not  be  impacted  by 
navigation  channel  maintenance  activities.   Based  on  a  review  of  routine  channel  maintenance 
activities  on  the  ACF,  FWS  has  concurred  that  continuation  of  these  activities  would  not 
likely  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  proposed  mussel  species.  However,  any 
change  in  the  District's  routine  channel  maintenance  activities  woiild  require  additional 
coordination  with  the  FWS. 

Other  endangered  and  threatened  species  may  or  could  occiir  in  the  viciruty  of  the 
ACF  River  basin  and  will  require  coordination  with  the  FWS.  This  coordirMion  is  necessary 
to  determine  whether  proposal  Federal  activities  may  jeopardize  their  continued  existence  as 
listed  species.    There  is  also  the  possibility  that  aditional  species  may  be  listed.  These 
would  have  to  be  addressed  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

(2)  Clean  Water  Act. 

The  Clean  Water  Act  Amendments  of  1977  require  all  Federal  agencies  to  obtain  State 
water  quality  certification  or  other  approvals  for  certain  activities  involving  the  discharge  of 
dredged  or  fill  material  into  waters  of  the  United  States.  These  certifications  and 
authorizations  are  often  referred  to  as  "permits".  Navigation-related  activities  for  which  the 
Corps  has  obtained  water  quality  certification  for  the  ACF  waterway  include  dredging  and 
deposition  of  dredged  material,  placement  of  snags,  and  excavation  and  disposal  of  rock 
materials.   With  the  exception  of  flow  regulation.  State  water  quality  certification  would  be 
required  for  all  of  the  potential  measures  considCTed  in  this  report. 

(3)  Cultural  Resources. 

There  are  a  number  of  Federal  statutes  concerned  with  cultural  and  historic  resources 
with  which  Federal  projects  must  comply.   Implementation  of  many  of  the  measures 
considered  in  this  report  would  require  cultural  resources  surveys  prior  to  their 

28 


284 


implementation.  The  results  of  such  surveys  would  be  furnished  to  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  and  the  comments  of  that  office  considered  in  fiirther  project  planning. 
Identified  significant  cultural  resources  would  be  avoided,  preserved  in  place,  or  mitigated. 

(4)  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 

As  mentioned  previously,  NEPA  requires  the  consideration  of  environmental  effects  of 
proposed  actions  in  planning  and  decision  making.    Detailed  statements  regarding  such 
considerations  must  be  prepared  and  coordinated.  Accordingly,  NEPA  documents  would  be 
required  for  many  of  the  potential  measures  considered  in  this  report 

c.  System  Constraints- 

(1)  Available  storage. 

The  ACF  system  was  developed  for  several  water  resources  purposes  and  there  is 
inadequate  water  to  maximize  the  output  for  each  purpose.  Accordingly,  reservoir  releases 
typically  represent  a  balanced  consideration  of  the  various  uses  which  conpete  for  the  basin's 
limited  water  quantities.  As  a  result  of  the  balancing  process,  rarely  are  releases  optimized 
for  a  single  purpose  such  as  navigation.  During  low  flow-periods,  however,  the  releases  from 
the  Federal  in^undments  are  for  the  most  part  driven  by  the  requirements  for  navigation. 
Storage  in  Lake  Walter  F.  George,  West  Point,  and  Lake  Lanier  is  use  to  augment  low  stream 
flows.   While  there  is  limited  navigation  storage  at  Lake  Seminole,  reservoir  releases  are 
normally  used  to  maintain  tailwater  elevations  below  Jim  Woodruff  Dam  wiien  there  is  zero 
or  reduced  discharges  from  Walter  F.  George  on  weekends.  Because  the  ACF  impoundments 
are  operated  as  a  system,  each  inpoundments  constraints  and/or  needs  can  affect  the  other 
impoundments  in  the  basin. 

(2)  Other  purposes. 

As  indicated  above  the  ACF  system  serves  multiple  project  purposes.  Accordingly, 
any  proposed  change  in  reservoir  operations  must  consider  die  effects  of  those  changes  on  the 
other  project  purposes. 

(3)  Water  management  plan. 

The  existing  water  management  plan  defines  how  the  Federal  projects  will  be  operated 
under  various  flow  conditions.  For  the  duration  of  the  1992  MOA  between  the  Corps  and  the 
States  of  Alabama,  Florida,  and  Georgia,  no  changes  will  be  made  to  the  water  control  plaa 

(4)  Risk  of  refilling. 

E>uring  low  flow  periods,  operation  of  Federal  impoundments  is,  for  the  most  part, 
driven  by  navigation  requirements.   In  addition,  there  are  a  few  times  when  flow  regulation  is 
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driven  by  contractual  power  generation  requirements.   When  low  flow  and  low  rainfall 
conditions  persist,  however,  water  management  decisions  must  be  made  very  judiciously  so 
that  future  project  operations  are  not  jeopardized  Because  the  duration  of  below  normal 
rainfall  is  unknown,  some  project  purposes  are  reduced  or  curtailed  to  conserve  storage.   To 
fail  to  conserve  storage  would  increase  the  risk  of  not  refilling  the  reservoirs  to  nomial  levels 
and  cause  a  more  severe  long-term  problem.  With  the  existing  system,  such  considerations 
and  tradeoff  must  be  made. 

(5)  Variations  in  hydrology  (floods  and  droughts). 

Water  management  is  most  crucial  in  times  of  extreme  hydrologic  events  such  as 
droughts  and  floods.  The  con^lexities  of  achieving  project  purposes  under  system  constraints 
can,  perhaps,  best  be  illustrated  by  conditions  experienced  in  1980,  the  first  year  of  the  1980- 
1981  drought   Total  annual  rainfall  amounts  over  the  drainage  area  above  Lake  Lanier  in 
1980  amounted  to  2.45  inches  above  normal,  yet  by  the  end  of  the  year  Lake  Lanier  was  1.31 
feet  below  its  normal  level  for  December.  During  March  of  1980,  the  rainfall  above  Lake 
Lanier  exceeded  its  monthly  normal  by  10.43  inches,  while  the  remaining  11  months  were 
drier  than  normal.  Flood  control  operations  at  the  Buford  project  requires  flood  water  storage 
until  downstream  flow  begins  to  ra:ede,  at  which  time  the  impounded  water  is  released  to 
make  room  for  potential  subsequent  flood  waters.  Since  flood  control  operations  are  based  on 
probability  analyses,  it  was  necessary  to  release  excess  waters  in  March  1980  with  the 
statistical  anticipation  that  additional  rains  would  develop  later  in  the  year  to  satisfy  the 
various  project  puiposes.  Those  rains  did  not  materialize,  however,  and  some  project 
purposes,  such  as  navigation,  were  adversely  affected.   Such  variation  can  be  e.^qjected  in  the 
fijture  and  the  projects  must  be  operated  in  response  to  those  events.  Any  proposed  change  to 
operating  plans  must  consider  the  potential  impacts  on  the  projects,  other  purposes,  the 
environment,  and  the  system  as  a  whole. 

d.   Implementation  Constraints. 

(1)  Lack  of  non-Federal  sponsor. 

The  authority  for  the  navigation  project  in  the  Apalachicola  River  specifies  that  a  non- 
Federal  sponsor  is  responsible  for  land,  easements,  rigjits-of-way,  and  disposal  areas.   From 
time  to  time,  the  six  counties  (Gulf;  Gadsden,  Liberty,  Jackson,  Franklin,  and  Calhoun)  along 
the  river  have  been  required  to  provide  the  necessary  real  estate  for  dredged  material  disposal. 
In  recent  years  because  of  local  financial  considerations  and  the  limited  benefit  derived  from 
the  navigation  project,  these  counties  have  been  unwilling  to  continue  to  provide  non-Federal 
sponsorship.   Accordingly,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  measure  which  will  require  a  non-Federal 
sponsor  could  be  implemented.   For  example,  bend  casings  and  cutofis  would  require  real 
estate  acquisition.   The  Apalachciola  is  the  only  segment  of  inland  river  systems  in  the 
Mobile  District  that  has  a  non-Federal  sponsor  responsible  for  providing  real  estate  for  the 
Project's  operation  and  maintenance.  These  sponsors  have  indicated  an  inability  or  disinterest 
in  funding  such  acquisitions. 
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(2)  Environmental  compliance. 

As  indicated  elsewhere,  any  proposed  Federal  action  must  comply  with  applicable 
Federal  law.   Chief  among  these  are  NEPA  which  requires  documentation  of  environmental 
efifects  and  the  Clean  Water  Act  which  requires  that  the  Coqjs  obtain  State  water  quality 
certification.   Inplementation  of  any  of  the  potential  measures  considered  in  this  report  would 
be  subject  to  die  requirements  of  these  acts.  The  analyses,  coordination  and  documentation 
required  to  comply  with  applicable  Federal  and  State  laws  represents  an  arduous,  costly,  and 
time-consuming  task.  In  many  instances,  substantive  data  collection  and  sophisticated 
modelling  efforts  are  required  to  provide  an  acceptable  level  of  detail.  Thus,  flinding  and 
time  requirements  may  be  a  constraint 

(3)  Navigation  maintenance  plan. 

The  NMP  provides  the  framewo±  for  a  long-term  maintenance  program  for  the  ACF, 
and  with  it  the  opportunity  for  a  systematic  and  conprehensive  evaluation  of  the  maintenance 
requirements  of  the  entire  waterway  for  an  extended  period  of  time.  This  plan  has  the 
concurrence  of  three  states.  Deviations  fix)m  this  plan  could  reopen  negotiations  or  void  the 
plan.   The  plan  has  been  beneficial  in  gaining  acceptance  of  routine  operation  and 
maintenance  activities. 

(4)  MOA/Con^rehensive  study. 

The  January,  1992,  MOA  has  been  amended  to  provide  for  conpleting  the 
Comprehensive  Study  in  September  1995.  The  Federal  reservoirs  are  operated  to  maximize 
water  resources  benefits  in  the  ACF  basin  as  a  whole  under  a  "live  and  let  live"  philosophy. 
Several  Federal  actions  being  considered  prior  to  the  MOA  have  been  placed  in  abeyance 
pending  the  corrqjletion  of  the  conprehensive  Study.   Accordingly,  many  of  the  measures 
considered  in  this  report  can  and  should  be  considered  in  the  Comprehensive  Study.  The 
timing  for  integrating  proposed  measures  to  improve  ACF  navigation  channel  relidjility  into 
the  on-going  study  may  be  an  issue.  Measures  are  included  in  or  added  to  the  study  based 
upon  consensus  of  the  parties.  Both  coordination  issues  and  fimding  could  be  areas  of 
concern.  To  assure  mutual  acceptability,  inplementation  of  any  potential  measures  to 
improve  navigation  should  be  jointly  recommended  by  the  study  partners  throudi  the 
Comprehensive  Study  process. 

(5)  Lack  of  authorizations  or  limits  of  authority. 

Some  measures  described  above  cannot  be  accomplished  within  the  existing  project 
authority.  Additional  Congressional  authority  and  funding  will  be  necessary  for 
implementation  of  such  measures. 


31 


287 


(6)  Funds/economic  eflBciencies. 

All  measures  which  require  extensive  study,  coordination,  and  documentation  will 
require  special  fijnding.  The  potential  benefits  and  economic  efiBciencies  should  be 
considered  in  determining  how  best  to  apply  investments  in  time  and  money. 


5.  rnnrdination. 

The  report  was  prepared  and  reviewed  by  personnel  from  Operations,  Engineering 
Programs  and  Project  Management  and  Planning  and  Environmental  Divisions  of  the  Mobile 
District.   We  have  had  on-going  discussions  with  the  Tri-Rivers  Waterway  Development 
Association  and  navigation  channel  users  on  this  subject  This  report  is  being  presented  to 
the  ACT/ACF  Corrprehensive  Basin  Study  Team  members  and  environmental  resource 
agencies  to  assist  in  their  efforts  in  evaluating  water  storage  allocation  and  utilization 
alternatives. 

6.  Summary. 

a.  Additional  w^tq-. 

Reallocation  of  water  has  potential  to  increase  channel 
availability.  Alternatives  are  currently  being  evaluated  in  the  ACT/ACF  Conprehensive 
Basin  Study.    Implementation  will  depend  on  agreement  between  the  various  State  and 
Federal  environmental  agencies  and  the  ACT/ACF  study  partners.  The  previously  authorized 
Flint  River  dams  may  have  new  interest  in  li^t  of  the  1994  floods.  Construction  of  a  new 
lock  and  dam  on  the  Apalachciola  River  was  not  siqjported  by  Florida  in  1978  and  this 
position  is  not  likely  to  change  given  the  establishment  of  the  Apalachicola  River  State 
Aquatic  Preserve. 


Dredging  earlier  is  considered  to  be  inplementable  with  some  coordination  regarding 
dredge  location  and  the  Gulf  sturgeon  spawning  times.   Sediment  basins  are  implementable 
provided  disposal  areas  can  be  made  available  and  the  necessary  environmental  clearances  can 
be  obtained   A  second  dredge  could  be  provided  if  additional  funding  can  be  made  available 
and  if  it  meets  other  budgetary  considerations..  This  could  well  be  a  resource  (available 
funds)  allocation  decisiorL 

An  evaluation  of  the  dredge  reference  profile  revisions  could  provide  insists  into  the 
future  maintenance  requirements  of  the  Apalachciola  River.  There  are  a  number  of 
obstacles/constraints  associated  with  this  activity. 
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c.  Structural  Mggsures. 


This  group  of  alternatives  are  generally  opposed  by  the  Environmental  resource 
agencies  as  being  contrary  to  the  Florida  preservation  goals  for  the  Apalachicola  River.   Of 
the  former  alternatives  training  dikes  and  bank  stabilization  have  the  best  chance  of  gaining 
approval,  however  mitigation  associated  with  obtaining  environmental  clearances  may  lead  to 
the  alternative  not  being  cost  eflFective. 

d   Other  Innovations. 

A  9-foot  channel  during  navigation  windows  may  result  from  a  change  in  user  desires 
to  have  deeper  channel  navigation  windows  less  often  and/or  reallocation  of  water.  Water 
injection  dredging  appears  to  have  promise  in  improving  channel  availability  when  used  to 
supplement  the  traditional  hydraulic  cutterhead  pipeline  dredge.  A  demonstration  of  this 
technology  on  the  Apalachciola  would  require  environmental  clearances.  The  recent 
completion  of  a  demonstration  project  on  the  haulout  of  dredged  material  from  a  full  disposal 
site  and  reuse  as  beach  nourishment  and  for  other  fill  material  projects  indicates  promise  for 
this  alternative  in  the  finure.  The  removal  cost  could  be  offeet  to  some  degree  by  the 
material's  recipient  -  beach  nourishment  project,  etc. 

7.  ConglvisiQns- 

Various  options  have  been  addressed  which  would  improve  the  reliability  of  the 
navigation  channel  on  the  ACF  system.  Lack  of  adequate  navigation  depths  on  the 
Apalachicola  River  represent  the  primary  impediments  to  consistently  achieving  a  250-day 
navigation  season  on  the  ACF  system.  The  Apalachicola  River  is  dynamic  and  in  a  constant 
state  of  change.  Changes  associated  with  channel  degradation,  geometry,  and  rock  e>q)osure 
which  have  occurred  since  initial  construction  have  produced  circumstances  and  navigation 
impediments  apparently  not  fiilly  understood  or  predicted  when  the  system  was  originally 
designed   For  example,  a  substantial  increase  in  the  design  flow  would  now  be  required  to 
sustain  a  9-foot  channel  when  compared  to  9,300  cfe  original  design  flow. 

The  awareness,  sensitivity,  and  concern  for  the  environment  has  increased  dramatically 
since  the  waterway  was  constructed  The  myriad  of  environmental  statutes  requiring 
compliance  has  expanded  significantly.  The  level  of  analysis  and  coordination  required  is 
extensive.  A  more  holistic/ecosystem  approach  to  evaluating  potential  impacts  is  q^propriate. 

The  lack  of  non-Federal  sponsor  siqDport  severely  constrains  any  options  which  require 
real  estate  acquisitions  because  of  the  project  authorization  provisions.  The  drou^ts  of  the 
1980's  illustrated  the  finiteness  of  water  availability  in  the  basin  and  hei^tened  the  sensitivity 
of  upstream  entities  to  the  potential  implications  of  reallocation  of  storage.   Consideration  of 
any  options  involving  additional  water  releases  must  be  analyzed  on  a  system-wide  basis. 
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There  are  potential  opportunities  to  improve  channel  reliability  on  the  system.  The 
practicality  and  implementability  of  measures  whidi  would  achieve  a  250-day  navigation 
season,  especially  at  a  9-foot  dqjth,  are  questionable.  As  described  above,  the  obstacles  are 
complex  and  severe.  It  is  possible  that  a  combination  of  measures  including  physical 
modifications,  revised  operating  plans,  innovative  qjproaches,  and  special  accommodations  for 
critical  low  flow  periods  (such  as  navigation  windows)  could  demonstrate  merit  and 
environmental  sustainability.  Additional  evaluations  would  be  required  to  select  e^jpropriate 
measures  based  on  effectiveness,  overall  economic  efBciencies,  system  effects,  and 
environmental  considerations. 

The  ACT/ACF  Comprehensive  Study  affords  an  opportunity  to  begin  to  address  these 
issues.  TTirough  the  on-going  study  eflFoits,  it  may  be  possible  to  identify  channel  availability 
inqjrovement  measures  which  warrant  further  dftailed  study  toward  implementation. 
Measures  requiring  additional  Congressional  authorization  could  be  pursued  through  existing 
authorities  such  as  Section  216  of  the  1970  Eood  Control  Aa  or  other  legislative  proposals. 
Appropriate  reports  and  environmental  documentation  to  siqjport  proposed  recommendations 
would  be  required. 
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Corps  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Army,  Navigation  Nfeintenance  Plan  for  the  Apalachicola 
Chattahoochee  Flint  Waterway;  September  1986. 

Corps  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Army,  Coordination  Report  on  Navigation  Inprovements  for 
Apalachicola  River  Below  Jmi  Woodniff  Lock  and  Dam,  Florida;  October  1978. 

Corps  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Army,  Feasibility  Report  for  the  Flint  River,  Georgia;  1962. 

Knox,  David,  Krumholz,  Daniel  J.,  and  Clausner,  James  E.,  Water  Injection  Dredging  in  Ae 
United  States;  Proceedings  of  the  Second  International  Conference  on  Dredging  and  Dredged 
Material  Placement  -  Dredging  94;  Orlando,  Florida;  November  1994. 

Lidstone  &  Anderson,  Inc.,  An  Investigation  of  the  Effects  of  Apalachicola  River  Training 
Dikes  on  Sediment  Transport  and  Bank  Erosion;  January  1989. 

Northwest  Florida  Water  Management  District,  Save  Our  Rivers  Florida  Preservation  2000; 
January  1992. 


34 


290 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Ben  for  a  very  fine  statement. 

And  you  know,  we  have  so  many  people  coming  up  here  from 
Alabama  in  support  of  these  projects  and — five  projects,  really,  five 
waterways  that  we  are  well-blessed  with,  and  that  each  of  you  take 
time  from  your  busy  schedule  and  each  of  you  are  very  busy,  and 
come  up  here.  And  I  want  to  be  sure  that  you  get  everybody's  name 
that  has  made  this  trip  up  here  in  behalf  and  in  support  of  their 
water  project,  and  that  is  the  Coosa  Alabama  and  Warrior- 
Tombigbee,  and  all  of  them.  And,  Arthur,  would  you  tell  Dan 
Waldon  and  remind  them  that  we  do  need  to  have  these  people's 
names  put  in  the  record  to  show  that  they  did  make  this  2,000-mile 
trip  in  behalf  of  the  project. 

And  I  think  that  is  impressive  to  the  committee. 

Ms.  Vandagriff.  I  would  like  to  recognize  one  other  person,  Phil- 
lip Homsby  from  Seminole  County  and  Donaldson  (Georgia.  We  like 
to  have  all  of  our  three  States  recognized  when  we  come  up  here. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes  that,  is  good.  We  appreciate  that.  You  have  done 
a  fine  job  and  a  fine  presentation.  And  thank  you. 

Chairman  Myers  here  has  never  failed  to  support  every  one  of 
these  waterways  in  Alabama.  And  so  I  would  say  the  prospects  are 
good  for  the  year  of  1996,  and  that  is  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  have  you  some  money  hidden  some  place,  have 
you? 

He  passed  the  gavel  to  me,  but  he  kept  all  the  money.  He  spent 
it  all  last  year. 

Mr.  Bevill.  He  accuses  me  of  having  spent  all  the  money  before 
he  became  Chairman.  I  handed  him  the  gavel  with  no  money  to 
back  it  up. 

The  committee  will  now  stand  adjourned  until  2:00  o'clock. 


Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  VALLEY  PROJECTS  (MISSISSIPPI, 
LOUISIANA  AND  ARKANSAS) 

WITNESSES 

HON.  BLANCHE  L,  LINCOLN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 
HON.  JOHN  S.  TANNER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  VALLEY  FLOOD  CONTROL  ASSOCIATION 

M.V.  WILLIAMS,  CHAIRMAN,  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE,  AND  PRESI- 
DENT, WEST  TENNESSEE  TRIBUTARIES  ASSOCIATION 

CURTIS  PATTERSON,  MEMBER,  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE,  AND  DIREC- 
TOR, PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL,  LOUISIANA  DEPART- 
MENT OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  We  are  pleased 
this  afternoon  to  welcome  another  full  house,  and  the  Lower  Mis- 
sissippi Valley  Flood  Control  Association.  I  am  pleased  at  this  point 
to  recognize  our  colleague  who  has  changed  her  name  in  the  last 
couple  of  years  to  a  hyphened  name 

Mrs.  Lincoln.  No  hyphen. 
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Mr.  Myers  [continuing].  Blanche  Lambert  Lincoln. 

Blanche,  we  are  pleased  to  have  you. 

Mrs.  Lincoln.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  Mr.  Bevill, 
thank  you  for  affording  me  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you 
in  support  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  water  resource  projects  for  the 
fiscal  year  1996  in  the  First  Congressional  District  of  Arkansas.  I 
am  truly  honored  to  be  here  and  would  like  to  take  just  a  few  sec- 
onds to  express  my  appreciation  to  both  of  you,  as  well  as  your 
staff,  in  the  wonderful  friendship  you  have  afforded  me,  as  well  as 
helping  me  understand  what  goes  on  here  as  a  newer  Member.  So 
a  special  thanks  to  you  all  for  your  friendship  as  well  as  your  lead- 
ership in  all  of  these  issues.  The  work  in  the  past  and  your  under- 
standing of  the  importance  of  our  water  projects  to  both  the  envi- 
ronmental and  the  economic  health  of  my  district  have  been  tre- 
mendously valuable  to  me  and  to  my  constituents,  many  of  whom 
are  in  the  room  today. 

I  want  to  state  for  the  record  that  I  am  very  concerned  about  the 
President's  proposed  policy  changes  that  will  severely  restrict  the 
construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Corps's  water  re- 
source projects.  These  projects  are  important  to  the  people  of  the 
First  Congressional  District  of  Arkansas,  as  well  as  the  whole 
country. 

Agriculture  remains  the  backbone  of  our  economy,  and  the 
Corps's  support  is  extremely  important  to  agribusiness.  Addition- 
ally, we  cannot  put  at  risk  the  homes  and  lives  of  those  millions 
of  individuals  who  rely  on  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  control  often 
erratic  rivers. 

I  want  to  ask  the  subcommittee  to  support  continued  funding  for 
the  Corps's  flood  control  and  navigation  projects  in  light  of  their  ex- 
tremely important  nature  and  certainly  in  light  of  many  of  the 
incidences  we  have  seen  in  the  past  years. 

As  you  may  know,  I  am  no  stranger  to  the  value  of  the  Corps's 
work,  having  grown  up  in  Arkansas.  I  learned  at  an  early  age  that 
the  health  of  our  town  and  region  was  forever  bound  to  the  Mis- 
sissippi River.  My  father,  a  member  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  Val- 
ley Flood  Control  Association  board,  took  the  time  to  explain  to  me 
the  various  ways  the  Corps's  projects  benefited  our  town. 

The  Corps's  drain  areas  that  turned  unused  property  into  farm- 
land, that  protected  dry  land  from  the  volatile  nature  of  the  river. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  father  is  here  today,  along  with  several  of  his 
colleagues,  to  show  their  support  for  these  projects  and  to  thank 
the  subcommittee  for  this  past  assistance.  He  is  right  back  there. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  see  him  right  there. 

Mrs.  Lincoln.  We  look  just  alike,  so  you  can't  miss  him. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  mother  has  been  here  before,  too. 

Mrs.  Lincoln.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  projects  that  I  am  here  to  support  today  are 
vital  to  the  progress  of  our  rural  communities.  My  district  is  one 
of  the  most  productive  agricultural  regions  in  the  country.  We  rank 
high  nationally  in  the  production  of  rice,  cotton,  soybeans  and 
wheat.  We  depend  heavily  on  irrigation  projects,  as  well  as  river 
maintenance  and  navigation,  so  our  commodities  can  move  into  the 
world  marketplace. 
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The  Mississippi  River  is  the  gateway  to  many  emerging  markets, 
and  we  must  continue  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  infrastruc- 
ture that  has  helped  to  make  our  products  best  and  most  readily 
available  in  the  world. 

I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  support  the  funding  of  these  projects 
to  the  full  level  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  capability.  I  am  informed 
by  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association  that 
they  have  received  an  informal  estimate  of  about  $320  million  for 
the  Mississippi  River  and  tributary  work  items,  and  I  join  them  in 
that  request. 

The  projects  that  are  located  specifically  within  my  district  are 
as  follows:  the  Mississippi  River  tributary  appropriations,  the  East 
Arkansas  comprehensive  region  study.  Eight  Mile  Creek,  Helena 
vicinity,  the  Lower  White  River,  the  St.  Francis  basin  consolidated 
construction,  the  St.  Francis  River  basin,  the  White  River  back- 
water, Whitman's  Creek,  Greers  Ferry  Lake,  Montgomery  Point 
Lock  and  Dam.  I  have  attached  to  my  testimony  a  brief  description 
of  each  of  these  projects  that  I  have  named  and  ask  that  it  be  in- 
cluded in  the  record. 

If  America  wants  to  continue  to  be  a  force  in  the  world  market, 
we  must  build  and  strengthen  our  infrastructure.  Since  my  district 
is  the  second  largest  steel  producer  in  the  country  I  am  aware  of 
the  strong  infrastructure  which  is  vital  not  only  to  agriculture,  but 
to  all  industry.  I  think  that  the  subcommittee  will  find  ample  evi- 
dence that  these  projects  are  prudent  and  necessary  investments  in 
our  future. 

On  behalf  of  the  people  of  my  district,  the  First  Congressional 
District  of  Arkansas,  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  well  as  Mr. 
Bevill,  for  your  continued  support  as  well  as  your  continued  leader- 
ship, and  the  Members  of  this  subcommittee  for  your  time  and  as- 
sistance in  the  past  towards  making  these  projects  successful.  I 
hope  that  you  continue  to  give  your  positive  support  to  these 
worthwhile  efforts  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget;  and  I  thank  you 
wholeheartedly  for  including  me  in  today's  testimony.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mrs.  Lincoln  follows:] 
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BLANCHE  LAMBERT  LINCOLN  c.,m«.»ci  Co— .ni 

1st  Dot-CT,  AUA.su  S..I1CU-M..-.H    o«  (N..O.  .« 

Congress  of  ttjc  ©nitcli  States        '^tZ'ZLZ^:::. 

J^ouse  of  ^rprrfirntatit)e<( 
aBosbington.  SC  20315-0401 

StatemenC  of  the  Honorable  Blanche  L.  Lincoln 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

FY  1996  Appropriation  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 

March  21,  1995 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE:   Thank  you  for 
affording  me  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  in  support  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  water  resource  projects  for  FY  '96  in  the 
First  Congressional  District  of  Arkansas.   I  am  honored  to  be 
here . 

Mr.  Chairman  I  want  to  thank  you  and  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee  for  your  work  in  the  past  and  your  understanding  of 
the  importance  of  our  water  projects  to  both  the  environmental 
and  economic  health  of  my  District. 

I  want  to  state  for  the  record  that  I  am  very  concerned 
aibout  the  President's  proposed  policy  changes  that  will  severely 
restrict  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  Corps 
water  resource  projects.   These  projects  are  vitally  important  to 
the  people" of  the  First  Congressional  District  of  Arkansas,  as 
well  as  the  whole  country.   Agriculture  remains  the  backbone  of 
our  economy,  and  the  Corps'  support  is  extremely  important  to 
agribusiness.   Additionally,  we  can  not  put  at  risk  the  homes  and 
lives  of  those  millions  of  individuals  who  rely  on  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  control  often  erratic  rivers.  I  want  to  ask  the 
subcommittee  to  support  continued  funding  of  Corps  flood  control 
and  navigation  projects  in  light  of  their  extremely  important 
nature. 

As  you  may  know,  I  am  no  stranger  to  the  value  of  the  Corps' 
work.   Having  grown  up  in  Helena,  Arkansas,  I  learned  at  an  early 
age  that  the  health  of  our  town  and  our  region  was  forever  bound 
to  the  Mississippi  River.   My  father,  a  member  of  the  Lower 
Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association  Board,  took  the  time 
to  explain  to  me  the  various  ways  the  Corps'  projects  benefitted 
our  town.   The  Corps  has  drained  areas  that  turned  unused 
property  into  valuable  farmland.   They  have  protected  dry  land 
from  the  often  volatile  nature  of  the  river.   And  the  Corps 
continues  to  maintain  our  waterways  for  the  consistent  flow  of 
commerce  that  is  so  vital  to  our  primarily  agricultural  region. 
Mr.  Chairman  my  father  is  here  today  along  with  several  of  his 
colleagues  to  show  their  support  for  these  projects  and  to  thank 
the  subcommittee  for  its  past  assistance. 

Mr.  Chairman  the  projects  that  I  am  here  to  support  today 
are  vital  to  the  progress  of  our  rural  communities.   My  district 
is  one  of  the  most  productive  agricultural  regions  in  the 
country.   We  rank  high  nationally  in  the  production  of  rice, 
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cotton,  soybeans  and  wheat.   We  depend  heavily  on  irrigation 
projects,  as  well  as  river  maintenance  and  navigation  so  our 
commodities  can  move  into  the  world  market.   The  Mississippi 
River  is  the  gateway  to  many  emerging  markets  and  we  must 
continue  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  infrastructure  that  has 
helped  to  make  our  products  the  best  and  most  readily  available 
in  the  world. 

I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  support  the  funding  of  these 
projects  to  the  full  level  of  the  Corps  of  Engineer's  capability. 
I  am  informed  by  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control 
Association  that  they  have  received  an  informal  estimate  of  about 
$320  million  for  Mississippi  River  and  tributary  work  items  and  I 
join  them  in  that  request. 

The  projects  that  are  located  specifically  within  my 
district  are  as  follows: 

Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Appropriation 

-  Eastern  Arkansas  Region  (Comprehensive  Study) 

-  Eight  Mile  Creek,  Arkansas 

-  Helena  and  Vicinity 

-  Lower  White  River  (Big  Creek  and  Tributaries) 

-  St. 'Francis  Basin  Consolidated  Construction 

-  St.  Francis  Basin  (Operations  and  Maintenance) 

-  White  River  Backwater  (Operations  and  Maintenance) 

-  Whiteman's  Creek 

Other  Appropriations 

-  Greers  Ferry  Lake 

-  Helena  Harbor  (Operations  and  Maintenance) 

-  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam 

-  Osceola  Harbor 

-  White  River  (Operation  and  Maintenance) 

I  have  attached  to  my  testimony  a  brief  description  of  each 
project  I  have  named  and  I  ask  that  it  be  included  for  the 
record.   If  America  wants  to  continue  to  be  a  force  in  the  world 
market,  we- must  build  and  strengthen  our  current  infrastructure. 
Since  my  district  is  the  second  largest  steel  producer  in  the 
country,  I  am  aware  that  strong  infrastructure  is  vital  not  only 
to  agriculture,  but  to  all  industry.   I  think  that  the 
subcommittee  will  find  ample  evidence  that  these  projects  are 
prudent  and  necessary  investments  in  our  future. 

On  behalf  of  the  people  in  my  district,  I  thank  you  Mr. 
Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee  for  your  time  and 
assistance" in  the  past  toward  making  these  projects  successful. 
I  hope  that  you  continue  to  give  your  positive  support  to  these 
worthwhile  efforts  in  the  FY  '96  budget. 


295 

Mrs.  Lincoln.  It  pays  to  have  your  constituency  in  the  room 
with  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  wish  we  had  more  like  that  sometimes. 

I  know  your  father  is  very  proud  of  you,  and  being  the  father  of 
a  daughter,  not  in  Congress,  but  we  are  always  proud  of  our 
daughters — and  sons  too;  I  don't  happen  to  have  any  sons,  but  I 
know  how  proud  your  dad  is. 

Mrs.  Lincoln.  Daddies  are  pretty  special  to  daughters,  too,  as  I 
am  sure  you  are  to  your  daughter.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Blanche,  if  I  ever  had  any  doubts  about  this  project, 
you  convinced  me.  You  have  my  vote. 

Mrs.  Lincoln.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  share  your  concern.  I  am  sure  we  will  hear  more 
this  afternoon  about  the  new  strategy.  If  it  was  up  to  this  commit- 
tee, we  wouldn't  have  to  worry  about  it,  but  unfortunately,  the  full 
Congress  makes  those  decisions. 

Mrs.  Lincoln.  Without  a  doubt.  I  did  express  my  concerns  there. 
I  know  you  two  gentlemen,  your  willingness  to  work  with  all  of 
those  involved;  I  look  forward  to  being  part  of  your  team. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  always  have  been. 

M.V.  Williams,  Chairman,  Executive  Committee,  Lower  Mis- 
sissippi Valley  Flood  Control  Association.  Your  entire  statements 
will  be  in  the  record,  and  you  proceed  as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Williams.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  Members  of  the  committee,  and 
Mr.  Bevill,  especially  to  you,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  again  as 
it  has  been  in  years  gone  by.  My  name  is  M.V.  Williams  and  my 
home  is  in  Friendship,  Tennessee.  I  am  the  President  of  the  West 
Tennessee  Tributaries  Association,  and  I  also  serve  as  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley 
Flood  Control  Association. 

I  appear  here  as  spokesman  for  that  association,  to  present  our 
views  on  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  for  the  Mississippi  River  and 
Tributaries  Project.  I  will  present  several  items  of  general  interest 
to  all  of  our  membership  and  then — with  your  permission,  then  we 
will  present  our  other  spokesman,  Mr.  Curtis  Patterson  from  Lou- 
isiana, to  testify  concerning  some  specific  items. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  assure  you  we  will  be  as  brief  as  possible.  I 
have  submitted  a  more  detailed  statement  that  I  request  be  made 
a  part  of  the  record. 

I  hope  that  most  of  you  are  familiar  with  our  Association.  I  know 
the  three  of  you  sitting  there,  the  two  of  you  and  the  staff,  but  I 
didn't  know  when  this  was  written  how  many  would  be  here.  We 
appreciate  the  fact  that  you  are  familiar  with  our  Association. 

And  we  have  described  the  organization  and  the  objective  of  our 
organization  in  our  written  statement,  so  I  wouldn't  have  bored  you 
with  that  anyway.  We  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you 
have  concerning  our  Association  or  any  other  item. 

Let  me  just  briefly  state  that  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood 
Control  Association  represents  practically  all  of  the  levee  and 
drainage  districts,  municipalities,  port  and  harbor  commissions  and 
other  State  agencies  in  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley,  extending 
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from  the  area  around  Hannibal,  Missouri,  all  the  way  to  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico.  These  organizations  and  agencies  are  political  subdivi- 
sions of  the  various  States  in  which  they  are  organized,  namely  the 
States  of  Illinois,  Missouri,  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  Mississippi,  Ar- 
kansas and  Louisiana. 

We  have  appeared  before  this  committee  for  well  over  60  years 
in  order  to  provide  the  Congress  with  data  to  justify  adequate  ap- 
propriations to  complete  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries 
Project  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Briefly,  we  are  the  agency  that  provides  the  means  for  all  the 
people  of  our  great  valley  to  speak  and  act  jointly  on  all  flood  con- 
trol, bank  stabilization,  navigation  and  major  drainage  problems. 

As  we  have  always  done  in  the  past,  the  Executive  Committee 
of  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association  has 
closely  examined  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  as  submitted  for  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  can 
find  no  serious  problems  with  the  dollars  shown  in  the  Mississippi 
River  and  Tributaries  budget,  especially  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  have,  by  their  own  admission,  done  a 
rather  poor  job  of  expending  the  funds  appropriated  to  them  over 
the  past  two  years. 

Many  reasons  can  be  given  for  this  fiscal  ineptitude,  but  we  as 
the  local  sponsor  and  partner  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  feel  at  least 
part  of  the  blame  lies  with  the  Corps's  recent  movement  away  from 
the  things  they  do  best  and  have  done  so  well  for  so  long,  and  that 
is  flood  control  and  navigation  and,  more  recently,  environmental 
enhancement. 

They  now  unfortunately  appear  to  be  directing  their  energies  and 
resources  to  things  that  we  consider  best  left  to  others,  such  as 
recreation,  floodplain  management  and  regulation  of  private  prop- 
erty rights. 

We  also  believe  that  part  of  the  blame  still  lies  with  the  inability 
of  the  local  people  to  pay  for  the  new  and  additional  cost-sharing 
that  has  been  imposed  on  much-needed,  justified,  authorized  and 
funded  flood  control  projects. 

We  still  do  not  have  the  proper  solution  to  the  ability-to-pay  pro- 
vision that  Congress  continues  to  request.  Therefore,  numerous 
projects  are  not  being  implemented  as  directed  by  the  Congress 
simply  because  the  local  interests  do  not  have  the  money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  here  today  to  assess  blame  nor  to  re- 
count old  grievances,  but  to  discuss  with  this  committee  the  Presi- 
dent's fiscal  year  1996  civil  works  budget  request  for  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and,  more  specifically,  that  portion  of  the  budg- 
et for  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project  that  amounts 
to  $319,250,000.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  we  find  no  serious  prob- 
lems with  that  figure,  which  compares  favorably  with  the  $320  mil- 
lion in  last  year's  budget.  What  we  do  have  tremendous  problems 
with  is  the  proposed  policy  changes  contained  in  the  fiscal  year 
1996  budget. 

We  are  more  than  a  little  upset  with  the  statement  contained  in 
the  budget  that  the  President  has  a  plan  to  reinvent  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  This  Association  hereby  unanimously  places  it- 
self on  record  as  being  unalterably  opposed  to  any  such  proposal. 
We  believe  that  the  efficiency  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  pros- 
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ecuting  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other  civil  works  is 
unexcelled  in  the  government  service  and  that  a  thoroughly  decen- 
tralized organization  for  accomplishing  these  functions  under  the 
Corps,  with  adequate  cooperation  with  the  people.  State  govern- 
ments, and  other  interested  Federal  agencies,  is  above  reproach. 

We  believe  that  it  would  constitute  a  serious  injury  to  the  people 
of  this  great  Nation  to  have  these  vital  services  altered,  reinvented 
and  the  agency  changed  in  any  way.  We  urge  the  Congress  collec- 
tively and  individually  to  prevent  any  such  ridiculous  action  from 
occurring. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  now  in  its  221st  year,  and  for  almost 
a  century  and  three-quarters  it  has  been  responsible  for  the  im- 
provements of  the  Nation's  rivers  and  harbors.  They  have  played 
a  large  part  in  making  the  United  States  the  greatest  industrial 
and  commercial  nation  on  the  globe,  with  its  resources,  its  wealth 
and  productive  capability  that  have  saved  the  world  in  war  and 
sustained  it  through  many  years  of  troubled  peace.  Why  would  any- 
one wish  to  reinvent  or,  in  essence,  abolish  any  agency  or  organiza- 
tion with  such  a  proud  history  and  heritage? 

We  express  the  hope  that  Congress  will  reassert  its  dominance 
in  the  field  of  water  resource  development.  From  inception  until  re- 
cent years,  the  flood  control  and  navigation  programs  had  been  car- 
ried out  under  policies  legislated  by  the  Congress.  We  have  seen  an 
increased  effort  on  the  part  of  the  executive  departments  to  sup- 
plant this  historic  congressional  role  and  assume  these  policy- 
making functions. 

Our  program  has  always  been  nonpartisan  and  nonpolitical,  as 
it  should  continue  to  be.  The  alternative  for  its  direction  will  be 
civil  servants,  desk-bound  in  Washington,  ignorant  of  our  needs 
and  unaccountable  to  our  people. 

This  great  Nation  with  its  highly  developed  agriculture  and  its 
industrial  strength  bears  eloquent  testimony  of  what  is  brought  by 
the  concerted  efforts  of  wise  local  leadership,  vigorous  congres- 
sional representation,  and  the  engineering  skills  of  a  dedicated 
body  of  men  such  as  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

In  response  to  congressional  initiatives,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  literally  changed  the  face  of  the  Nation  over  the  past  several 
years.  Without  the  flood  control  and  navigation  improvements 
throughout  this  Nation,  our  standard  of  living  and  quality  of  life 
would  not  and  could  not  be  what  it  is  today.  Both  the  economy  and 
the  environment  have  been  benefited  tremendously  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

Speaking  of  the  environment  always  brings  to  our  mind  the  tak- 
ing of  property  rights  in  the  name  of  protecting  so-called  wetlands. 
I  will  not  take  this  committee's  time  with  that  and  other  Federal 
regulatory  programs  except  to  say  that  while  we  fully  recognize  the 
value  of  environmental  resources,  I  believe  almost  every  respon- 
sible citizen  of  this  country  will  tell  you  that  the  regulatory  policies 
and  practices  of  the  Corps,  as  with  78  other  agencies,  are  in  serious 
need  of  revision. 

In  closing,  let  me  please  say  that  it  is  basic  and  fundamental  in 
considering  appropriations  for  civil  works  that  the  Congress  take 
into  account  the  facts  that  flood  control  improvements,  while  ap- 
parently costly  at  the  outset,  have  been  justified  after  a  most  thor- 
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ough  engineering  and  financial  study,  are  a  Federal  interest  with- 
out regard  to  State  or  local  boundaries,  are  essential  to  the  health 
and  welfare  of  our  Nation,  and  they  pay  for  themselves  many  times 
over  in  prevention  of  loss  of  life  and  property  damage.  For  every 
one  dollar  invested,  $10  of  flood  damage  has  been  prevented. 

And  incidentally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  report  that  I  just  read,  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  concern,  that  figure,  instead  of 
one  dollar  for  every  $10  is  $30  for  every  $1. 

Under  our  constitutional  form  of  government,  the  citizens  as  the 
final  authority  and  for  whose  protection  and  welfare  our  govern- 
ment exists,  are  entitled  to  the  best  protection  from  floods  our  Na- 
tion is  capable  of  devising.  We  would  respectfully  request  that  this 
committee  consider  that  during  its  deliberations  of  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers' fiscal  year  1996  appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  express  for  this  entire  Association  our 
sincere  appreciation  for  the  many  courtesies  and  the  time  this  sub- 
committee has  given  us  today  as  well  as  in  the  past  years. 

Now,  with  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  present  our  other  wit- 
ness, Mr.  Curtis  Patterson  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Williams  follows:] 
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STATEMEHT  OF  N.V.  HILLIAHS 


PRESIDENT,  WEST  TENHESSEE  TBIBOTASIES  ASSOCIATIOH 
FRIENDSHIP,  TENNESSEE 


CHAIRMAN,  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE 
LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  VALLEY  FLOOD  CONTROL  ASSOCIATION 


GENERAL  SPOKESMAN 


ON  BEHALF  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FLOOD  CONTROL 
MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  PROJECT 
REQUESTING  FISCAL  YEAR  1996  APPROPRIATION 


IN  THE  MINIMUM  AMOUNT  OF  $329,230,000 
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STATEMENT 

MR.  M.V.  WILLIAMS 
LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  VALLEY  FLOOD  CONTROL  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  Members  of  the  Committee,  my  name 
is  M.V.  Williams  and  my  home  is  in  Friendship,  Tennessee.   I  am  the 
President  of  the  West  Tennessee  Tributaries  Association  and  I  also 
serve  as  the  Chairman  of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Lower  Mississippi 
Valley  Flood  Control  Association  and  I  appear  here  as  spokesman  for  that 
Association  to  present  their  views  on  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  for 
the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project.   I  will  present  several 
items  of  general  interest  to  all  our  membership  and  then  call  on  our 
other  spokesman,  Mr.  Curtis  Patterson  from  Louisiana  to  testify  concern- 
ing specific  items.   Mr.  Chairman,  I  assure  you  we  will  be  as  brief 
as  possible.   I  have  submitted  a  more  detailed  statement  that  I  request 
be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

I  hope  that  most  of  you  are  familiar  with  our  Association.   I 
described  the  Organization  and  objectives  in  my  written  statement  so 
in  the  interest  of  time  I  will  not  repeat  that  but  I  will  be  very  happy 
so  answer  any  questions  that  anyone  may  have  concerning  the  Association. 
Let  me  just  briefly  state  that  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control 
Association  represents  practically  all  of  Che  levee  and  drainage  districts, 
municipalities,  port  and  harbor  commissions  and  other  state  agencies  in 
the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley,  extending  from  the  vicinity  of  Hannibal, 
Missouri  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.   These  Organizations  and  Agencies  are 
political  subdivisions  of  the  various  States  in  which  they  are  organized 
and  function:   The  States  of  Illinois,  Missouri,  Kentucky,  Tennessee, 
Mississippi,  Arkansas  and  Louisiana.   We  have  appeared  before  this 
Committee  for  well  over  sixty  years  in  order  to  provide  the  Congress 
with  data  to  justify  adequate  Appropriations  to  complete  the  Miss- 
issippi River  and  Tributaries  project  as  quickly  as  possible.   Briefly 
stated  we  are  the  Agency  that  provides  the  means  for  all  the  people  of 
our  great  Valley  to  speak  and  act  jointly  on  all  flood  control,  bank 
stabilization,  navigation  and  major  drainage  problems. 

The  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association  was  first 
organized  in  1922.   Our  130  member  organizations  include  levee  boards, 
drainage  districts,  port  authorities,  harbor  commissions,  state  agencies, 
municipalities  and  also  just  individuals  that  share  our  problems  and 
concerns.   Those  problems  address  themself  to  flood  control,  navigation, 
channel  improvements  and  major  drainage  in  the  seven  states  of  the 
alluvial  valley  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  and  I  think  more 
importantly  our  concerns  are  for  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of  this 
great  nation  of  ours. 

Our  Association  is  comprised  of  a  very  large  group  of  individuals 
who  are  businessmen,  property  owners,  conservationists,  farmers,  att- 
orneys, doctors,  wildlife  enthusiasts,  engineers,  accountants, environ- 
mentalists, civil  servants  and  elected  officials  from  all  political 
parties  . 
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Our  Objectives  simply  stated  are: 

To  seek  Congressional  authorization  for,  and  adequate  annual 
appropriations  for  the  early  completion  of  all  flood  control  projects 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  against 
the  maximum  probable  flood. 

To  secure  prompt  initiation  of,  and  early  completion  of  existing 
project  for  the  stabilization  of  the  banks  of  the  Lower  Mississippi 
River,  In  order  to  assure  the  integrity  of  the  Main  River  Levee  System; 
to  provide  increased  flood  discharge  capacity,  permanency  of  location 
for  harbor  facilities  and  industrial  sites,  and  to  obtain  deeper  and 
more  reliable  navigation  channels. 

To  support  channel  and  major  drainage  improvements  throughout  the 
Lower  Mississippi  Valley  to  provide  protection  against  headwater  flood- 
ing, and  to  provide  adequate  outlets  for  local  and  state  drainage 
projects . 

To  cooperate  in  every  proper  way  with  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  the  United  States  Array,  the  Mississippi  River 
Comfflisslon  and  other  agencies  to  hasten  the  accomplishment  of  flood 
control  in  the  Mississippi  Valley. 

We  come  before  you  again  this  year  in  support  of  the  Mississippi 
River  and  Tributaries  Project  which  was  established  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1928. 

As  we've  done  in  the  past  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Lower 

Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association  has  closely  examined  the 

Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  as  submitted  for  the  Mississippi  River  and 
Tributaries  Project. 

Our  Executive  Committee  is  composed  of  business  and  professional 
men  representing  each  of  the  seven  states  with  the  Valley.   They 
are  men  of  wide  experience  in  business,  professional  and  civic  life. 
They  are  mature  In  their  judgement  and  responsible  in  their  actions. 
It,  therefore,  has  been  no  easy  task  for  that  Committee  to  arrive  at 
an  asking  figure  based  on  urgent  needs  and  yet  tempered  in  the  light 
of  the  grave  fiscal  problems  which  face  the  Federal  Government.   I  say 
these  things  to  emphasize  that  our  asking  was  not  arrived  at  by  whim 
and  fancy. 

Mr.  Chairman  we  can  find  no  serious  problems  with  the  dollars 
shown  in  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Budget  especially  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  have  by  their  own 
admission  done  such  a  poor  job  of  expending  the  funds  appropriated 
to  them  over  the  past  two  years.   Many  reasons  can  be  given  for  this 
lack  of  fiscal  ineptitude  but  we  as  the  local  sponsor  and  partner 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  feel  that  at  least  part  of  the  blame  lies 
with  the  Corps  recent  movement  away  from  the  things  they  do  best  and 
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have  done  so  well  for  so  long  and  that's  flood  control  and  navigation 
and  more  recently  environmental  enhancement.   They  now  unfortunately 
appear  to  be  directing  their  energies  and  resources  to  things  best 
left  to  others,  such  things  as  recreation,  floodplain  management  and 
regulation  of  private  property  rights.   We  also  believe  that  part  of 
the  blame  still  lies  with  the  inability  of  the  local  people  to  pay  for 
the  new  and  additional  cost-sharing  that  has  been  imposed  on  much  needed, 
justified,  authorized  and  funded  flood  control  projects.   We  still  do 
not  have  the  proper  solution  to  the  ability-to-pay  provision  that 
Congress  continues  to  request,  therefore  numerous  projects  are  not  being 
implemented  as  directed  by  the  Congress  simply  because  the  local  interests 
do  not  have  the  money. 

Mr.  Chairman  wo  are  not  here  today  to  assess  blame  nor  to  recount 
old  grievances  but  to  discuss  with  this  Committee  the  President's 
Fiscal  Year  1996  Civil  Works  Budget  request  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  more  specifically  that  portion  of  the  budget  for  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  project  that  amounts  to  $319,250,000. 
As  I  mentioned  earlier  we  find  no  serious  problems  with  that  figure 
which  compares  favorable  with  the  $320,000,000  in  last  year's  budget. 
What  we  do  have  tremendous  problems  with  is  the  proposed  policy  changes 
contained  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget. 

We  are  more  than  a  little  upset  with  the  statement  contained  in 
the  Budget  that  the  President  has  a  plan  to  reinvent  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers.   This  Association  hereby  unanimously  places  itself  on 
record  as  being  unalterably  opposed  to  any  such  proposal.   We  believe 
that  the  efficiency  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  prosecuting  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  other  civil  works  is  unexcelled  in  the  Government 
service  and  that  a  thoroughly  decentralized  organization  for  accomp- 
lishing these  functions  under  the  Corps  with  adequate  cooperation 
with  the  people.  State  Governments,  and  other  interested  Federal 
Agencies  is  above  reproach.   We  believe  that  it  would  constitute  a 
serious  injury  to  the  people  of  this  Great  Nation  to  have  these  vital 
public  services  altered,  reinvented  and  significantly  changed  in  any 
way.   We  urge  the  Congress,  collectively  and  individually,  to  prevent 
any  such  ridiculous  action  from  occurring. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  now  in  it's  221st  year,  and  for  almost 
a  century  and  3/quarters  it  has  been  responsible  for  the  improvements 
of  the  Nation's  rivers  and  harbors.   They  have  played  a  large  part  in 
making  the  United  States  the  greatest  industrial  and  commercial  nation 
on  the  globe-with  it's  resources,  it's  wealth  and  productive  capability 
that  has  saved  the  World  in  War  and  sustained  it  through  many  years  of 
troubled  peace.   Why  would  anyone  wish  to  reinvent  or  in  essence  abolish 
any  agency  or  organization  with  such  a  proud  history  and  heritage? 

We  express  the  hope  that  Congress  will  re-assert  its  dominance  in 
the  field  of  water  resource  development.   From  its  inception  until 
recent  years,  the  flood  control  and  navigation  programs  had  been  carried 
out  under  policies  legislated  by  the  Congress.   We  have  seen  an  increased 
effort  on  the  part  of  the  Executive  Departments  so  supplant  this  historic 
Congressional  role  and  assume  these  policy  making  functions.   Our 
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program  has  always  been  non-partisan  and  non-political,  as  it  should 
continue  to  be.   The  alternative  for  its  direction  will  be  civil 
servants  desk-bound  in  Washington,  ignorant  of  our  needs  and  unaccountable 
to  our  people. 

This  great  Nation  with  its  highly  developed  agriculture  and  its 
industrial  strength  bears  eloquent  testimony  of  what  can  be  wrought 
by  the  concerted  efforts  of  wise  local  leadership,  vigorous  Congressional 
representation  and  the  Engineering  skills  of  a  dedicated  body  of  men 
such  as  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

In  response  to  Congressional  initiatives,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  literally  changed  the  face  of  the  nation  over  the  past  several 
years.   Without  the  flood  control  and  navigation  improvements  through- 
out this  nation,  our  standard  of  living  and  quality  of  life  would  not 
and  could  not  be  what  it  is  today.   Both  the  economy  and  the  environment 
have  been  benefited  tremendously  by  Corps  projects. 

Speaking  of  the  environment  always  brings  to  our  mind  the  taking 
of  private  property  rights  in  the  name  of  protecting  so-called  wetlands. 
I  will  not  take  this  Committee's  time  with  that  and  other  Federal 
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value  of  environmental  resources,  I  believe  almost  every 
country  will  tell  you  that  the  regulatory  policies  and  p 
Corps,  as  with  many  agencies),  are  in  need  of  revision. 

In  closing  let  me  please  say  that  it  is  basic  and  fundamental  in 
considering  appropriations  for  civil  works,  that  the  Congress  take  into 
account  the  facts  that  flood  control  improvements,  while  apparently 
costly  at  the  outset,  have  been  justified  after  a  most  thorough  engin- 
eering and  financial  study;  are  a  Federal  interest  without  regard  to 
state  or  local  boundaries;  are  essential  to  the  health  and  welfare  of 
our  nation;  and  they  pay  for  themselves  many  times  over  in  prevention 
of  loss  of  life  and  property  damage.   For  every  $1.00  invested  $10.00 
of  flood  damage  have  been  prevented. 

Under  our  constitutional  form  of  government  the  citizens  as  the 
final  authority  and  for  whose  protection  and  welfare  our  Government 
exists,  are  entitled  to  the  best  protection  from  floods  our  nation  is 
capable  of  devising.   We  would  respectfully  request  that  this  Committee 
consider  that  during  it's  deliberations  of  the  Corps  of  Engineer's  Fiscal 
Year  1996  appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  express  for  this  entire  Association  our 
sincere  appreciation  for  the  many  courtesies  and  the  time  this  sub- 
committee has  given  us  today  and  all  the  past  years. 

With  your  permission  I  would  like  to  present  our  other  Witness, 
Mr.  Curtis  patterson  from  Louisiana. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Patterson. 

Mr.  Patterson.  Thank  you.  It  is  good  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  our  colleague  here.  I  just  recognized  Mr. 
Patterson,  but  would  you  like  to  be  recognized  at  this  point? 

Mr.  Tanner.  I  apologize,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Where  is  your  badge? 

Mr.  Tanner.  I  don't  know  where  it  is. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  still  know  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Tanner.  Thank  you. 

I  am  delighted  to  be  here  and  to  welcome  to  town  the  folks  who 
have  been  so  instrumental,  for  so  many  years,  over  60  years,  in 
helping  that  part  of  the  world  realize  its  potential,  and  also  assist- 
ing our  citizens  in  this  country  to  recognize  and  hopefully  realize 
the  opportunities  they  have  because  of  the  work  this  group  has 
done. 

You  have  always  been  very  courteous  to  us  and  we  appreciate 
the  consideration  of  this  committee  really  more  than  you  know. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you.  I  know  Mr.  Williams  will  testify  later. 

Mr.  Myers.  He  has  already  done  so. 

Mr.  Tanner.  I  am  sorry.  Again,  I  apologize  for  being  late.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Let's  go  to  double  jeopardy  sometime. 

We  recognize  you  again. 

Mr.  Patterson.  Mr.  Chairman,  other  distinguished  Members  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  distinguished  guests,  I  am  Curtis  Patterson, 
Director  of  Public  Works  and  Flood  Control  that  works  out  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  Development,  the  State  of  Lou- 
isiana. I  also  bring  greetings  from  our  Secretary,  General  Jude 
W.P.  Patin,  U.S.  .Ajmy  Retired,  formerly  with  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers. 

My  comments  today  sum  up  written  briefs  that  I  have  submitted 
on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  and  its  23  member  agencies 
that  make  up  the  Association  of  Levee  Boards  of  Louisiana.  That 
written  testimony  gives  you  more  of  the  technical  end  and  figures 
and  what  have  you,  since  I  know  it  is  difficult  to  keep  up  with  the 
figures.  What  I  will  try  to  do  is  give  to  you  some  oral  statements 
of  how  I  believe  those  figures  are  good  for  Louisiana. 

First  of  all,  let  me  say,  Louisiana  is  generally  in  support  of  the 
budget  allowance  proposed  by  the  administration  for  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  and  Tributaries  Project.  However,  there  are  a  few 
areas  where  we  feel  that  full  funding  of  the  Corps's  capabilities  is 
necessary  for  projects  in  Louisiana  due  to  our  geographic  position 
at  the  lower  end  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  other  major  water- 
sheds. 

And  let  me  say  that  again.  I  know  I  give  this  to  you  every  year, 
but  we  are  going  to  tie  it  to  some  additional  statistics  this  time. 
Louisiana  contains  the  terminus  of  the  Mississippi  River,  which 
has  the  fourth  largest  drainage  basin  in  the  world,  exceeded  only 
by  the  watersheds  of  the  Amazon  and  Congo  Rivers.  That  river 
drains  41  percent,  or  some  one-and-one-quarter  million  square 
miles  of  the  contiguous  United  States  and  parts  of  two  Canadian 
Provinces. 

Now,  in  addition  to  the  Mississippi  River  system,  Louisiana  con- 
tends with  other  interstate  waters.  The  Sabine  River  on  the  west- 
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em  border,  the  Red  River  from  other  States  entering  the  northwest 
comer  of  the  State,  the  Ouachita  River  in  the  north  central  area 
flowing  down  from  Arkansas,  and  the  Amite  in  the  southeast  area 
flowing  down  from  Mississippi,  and  the  Pearl  River  on  the  extreme 
eastern  border  with  Mississippi.  All  of  these  systems  converge  to- 
wards Louisiana,  passing  on  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  draining  a  fig- 
ure approaching  nearly  50  percent  of  these  contiguous  48  States. 

Every  time  acreage  is  cleared  for  development  or  drainage  is  im- 
proved within  the  extensive  river  basin,  the  runoff  rate  is  altered 
and  we  in  Louisiana  have  to  contend  with  more  water.  And  we  are 
doing  it  in  partnership  with  the  Federal  Gk)vemment  and  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  We  are  well  on  our  way  to  solving  it,  but  we  are  not 
completed  yet.  So  we  can  ill  afford  to  slow  down  in  our  Federal  as- 
sistance for  flood  control  in  Louisiana. 

Louisiana  also  plays  a  strategic  part  in  providing  the  country 
with  access  to  world  markets  through  an  inland  navigation  system 
that  funnels  through  Louisiana.  Almost  76  percent  of  all  soybeans, 
animal  feed,  and  corn  grown  in  the  U.S.  is  shipped  through  Louisi- 
ana, and  almost  50  percent  of  all  the  rice  and  cereals.  Louisiana 
has  the  highest  waterborne  traffic  by  State,  and  that  is  in  the 
lower  Mississippi  from  the  Gulf,  upstream  to  the  Baton  Rouge 
area. 

Louisiana  has  the  highest  waterborne  traffic  by  State.  The  petro- 
chemical industry  depends  almost  totally  on  the  federally  con- 
structed levee  system  and  the  maintained  navigation  depths  of  the 
rivers.  The  river  flood  control  systems  work  in  conjunction  with  the 
hurricane  protection  and  coastal  protection  systems  to  form  a  total, 
integrated  protection  system  from  floods  of  all  types.  This  inte- 
grated system  protects  the  inland  navigation  system  that,  as  Sen- 
ator Bond  once  said,  "is  the  envy  of  the  world." 

It  also  protects  the  petrochemical  industry  in  Louisiana,  which 
has  the  second  largest  refining  capacity  in  the  country,  producing 
approximately  15  billion  gallons  of  gasoline  at  19  refineries.  Louisi- 
ana ranks  second  in  produced  natural  gas  and  third  in  oil  produc- 
tion. The  pipeline  system  which  supplies  much  of  the  eastern  half 
of  the  country  with  natural  gas  and  petroleum  originates  in  Louisi- 
ana. The  petrochemical  and  oil  and  gas  industries  depend  almost 
totally  on  federally  constructed  levee  systems  to  protect  them  from 
floods  and  hurricanes  and  utilize  the  navigation  systems  for  trans- 
portation. 

This  infrastructure  development  which  benefits  the  entire  coun- 
try has  contributed  to  the  partial  destruction  of  the  marshes  and 
wetlands  which  produce  a  commercial  fish  and  shellfish  harvest, 
worth  over  $600  million,  and  40  percent  of  the  Nation's  wild  fur 
and  hides  harvest,  worth  over  $15  million.  This  wealth  of  natural 
resources  cannot  survive  and  propagate  for  the  economic  benefit  of 
the  State  and  the  Nation  without  onshore  facilities  that  require 
protection  from  major  storms  and  hurricanes. 

The  eroding  shoreline  is  exposing  oil  and  gas  pipelines  originat- 
ing from  federally  controlled  waters  and  coming  onshore,  crossing 
the  marshes,  buried  very  shallow,  creating  a  dangerous  situation 
as  the  marsh  deteriorates.  It  would  be  a  national  loss  if  these  facili- 
ties and  infrastructure  were  not  protected,  since  Louisiana  plays 


306 

such  a  strategic  part  in  the  national  economy.  But  Louisiana  alone 
cannot  support  the  infrastructure  on  which  the  country  depends. 

All  these  facilities  in  Louisiana  that  support  and  contribute  to 
the  economic  well-being  of  the  country  are  protected  by  flood  con- 
trol measures,  flood  control  measures  that  the  Federal  Government 
has  appropriately  committed  itself  to  providing  in  the  past  and  to 
continuing  towards  full  development. 

Specifically,  we  are  interested  in  seeing  the  completion  of  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project.  This  includes  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  and  those  tributaries  of  the  Mississippi  such  as  the 
Atchafalaya  Basin,  Tensas  Basin  and  a  portion  of  the  Lower  Red 
River.  And  we  are  also  interested  in  maintaining  the  integrity  of 
the  flood  control  features  of  the  Red  River  and  Ouachita  and  Black 
Rivers.  This  is  our  main  line  of  defense,  without  which  most  of  the 
rest  of  our  flood  control  projects  would  not  be  nearly  as  effectively. 
Continued  funding  to  the  full  capability  is  vitally  needed  and  your 
consideration  in  providing  such  will  be  much  appreciated. 

The  Red  River  Waterway  Navigation  Project  is  now  open  to  navi- 
gation, but  continued  funding  is  needed  to  complete  the  remainder 
of  the  project  items.  You  will  hear  more  on  that  from  people  from 
that  area  later. 

You  have  been  very  generous  in  providing  funds  to  advance  these 
projects,  and  we  thank  you.  We  support  the  testimony  being  pre- 
sented to  you  today  on  this  project  by  the  Red  River  Waterway 
Commission,  the  Red  River  Valley  Association,  and  as  rec- 
ommended specifically  in  the  report,  The  Delta  Initiatives,  which 
our  President  helped  author. 

We  urge  your  continued  support  in  these  efforts  in  our  State.  The 
passage  of  the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning,  Protection  and  Restora- 
tion Act  has  been  a  very  positive  force  in  south  Louisiana.  This  leg- 
islation is  not  only  assisting  the  Nation  and  Louisiana  in  protecting 
and  restoring  precious  wetlands  of  national  significance  but  it  has 
also  freed  up  Corps  funds  for  other  much-needed  flood  control  and 
navigation  projects. 

The  topography  of  Louisiana's  coastline  makes  it  very  vulnerable 
to  hurricanes  and  coastal  storms  and  presents  a  danger  to  the  peo- 
ple of  the  area.  The  hurricane  protection  projects  already  under 
construction,  such  as  Lake  Pontchartrain  and  vicinity  and  the 
Westwego  to  Harvey  Canal,  as  well  as  those  currently  under  study, 
such  as  the  West  Bank — East  of  Harvey  Canal;  the  Lake 
Cataouatche  levees,  across  the  river  from  New  Orleans;  and  the 
Morganza,  Louisiana  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  need  to  be  funded  so 
these  projects  can  move  along  toward  completion,  thereby  providing 
the  protection  so  desperately  needed  in  those  low-lying  areas.  But 
the  hurricane  protection  projects  not  under  construction  would  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  administration's  new  policy. 

The  administration's  new  policy  will  be  devastating  to  Louisiana. 
The  continuation  of  the  existing  programs,  including  the  continuing 
authorities,  benefit  the  Nation.  We  ask  that  you  continue  to  keep 
your  commitments  and  reject  the  administration's  new  policy  pro- 
posals. 

There  are  many  other  projects  we  would  like  to  call  to  your  at- 
tention, but  in  the  interests  of  time  we  will  refer  you  to  the  written 
brief.  We  will  appreciate  your  consideration  of  these  critical  pro- 


307 

gram  needs  and  we  assure  that  you  the  State  of  Louisiana  will 
honor  its  agreements.  Thank  you  for  allowing  us  the  opportunity 
to  appear  before  you  with  your  concerns. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Patterson  follows:] 


STATEMENT  BY 

LOUISIANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  DIRECTORATE 

RECOMMENDING  FISCAL  YEAR  1996  APPROPRIATIONS 

FLOOD  CONTROL,  NAVIGATION,  HURRICANE  PROTECTION 
AND  WATER  RESOURCES  PROJECTS  IN  LOUISIANA 

PRESENTED  TO:   APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEES  ON  ENERGY  AND 

WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

SENATE  -  MARCH  21,  1995 

AND 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  -  MARCH  21,  1995 


The  Louisiana  Department  of  Transportation  and  Development,  Public  Works 
and  Flood  Control  Directorate,  is  the  agency  designated  to  represent  the 
State  of  Louisiana  for  the  coordinated  planning  and  development  of  water- 
resources,  including  flood  control,  navigation,  drainage,  water 
conservation  and  irrigation  projects;  therefore,  this  statement  is 
presented  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Louisiana.  We  are  pleased  to 
present  the  recommendations  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  appropriations  for 
Louisiana  projects.  The  projects  listed  herein  are  separate  from  those 
in  the  statement  by  the  Public  Works  and  Flood  Control  Directorate  on 
the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  Administration's  new  policies  will  affect  the 
State  of  Louisiana  and  the  Nation  negatively.  We  have  relied  on  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  assist  us  with  flood  control  and 
navigation  for  the  collective  good  of  the  country.  The  system  approach 
developed  by  the  Corps  for  flood  control  and  navigation  is  working. 
River  systems  do  not  recognize  political  boundaries.  Weather  systems  do 
not  recognize  political  boundaries.  We  have  many  projects  underway  with 
the  Corps,  but  under  the  new  policy,  these  commitments  will  be  voided. 
Reducing  the  Corps'  responsibility  in  these  matters  after  commitments 
have  been  made  by  previous  congresses  is  tantamoiint  to  unfunded 
mandates.  We  offer  the  following  as  support  of  our  cause. 

Louisiana  contains  the  terminus  of  the  Mississippi  River,  which  has  the 
third  largest  drainage  basin  in  the  world,  exceeded  only  by  the 
watersheds  of  the  Amazon  and  the  Congo  Rivers.  The  Mississippi  drains 
41  percent,  or  1-1/4  million  square  miles,  of  the  contiguous  United 
States  and  parts  of  two  Canadian  provinces.  In  addition  to  the 
Mississippi  River  system,  Louisiana  contends  with  other  interstate 
waters.  The  Sabine  on  the  western  border,  the  Red  River  from  4  other 
states,  the  Ouachita  River  in  the  north  central  area  flowing  down  from 
Arkansas,   the   Amite  River  in  southeast  area  flowing  down  from 
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Mississippi,  and  the  Pearl  River  on  its  extreme  eastern  border  with 
Mississippi.  All  of  these  systems  converge  towards  Louisiana,  passing 
on  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  draining  a  figure  approaching  neeurly  50%  of 
these  contiguous  48  states. 

Louisiana  also  plays  a  strategic  part  in  providing  the  country  -with 
access  to  world  markets  through  an  inland  navigation  system  that  funnels 
through  Louisiana.  Approximately  75%  of  all  soybeans,  animal  feed,  and 
corn  grown  in  the  U.S.  are  shipped  through  Louisiana.  And  almost  50%  of 
all  rice  and  cereals.  Louisiana  has  the  highest  waterborne  traffic  by 
state.  The  petrochemical  industry  depends  almost  totally  on  the 
Federally  constructed  levee  system  and  the  maintained  navigation  depths 
of  the  river.  The  river  flood  control  systems  work  in  conjunction  with 
the  hurricane  and  coastal  protection  systems  to  form  a  total  integrated 
protection  system  from  floods  of  all  types.  This  integrated  system 
protects  the  inland  navigation  system  that  as  Senator  Bond  has  said  "is 
the  envy  of  the  world."  It  also  protects  the  petrochemical  industry  in 
Louisiana  which  has  the  second  largest  refining  capacity  in  the  country 
producing  approximately  15  billion  gallons  of  gasoline  at  19  refineries. 
Louisiana  ranks  second  in  produced  natural  gas  and  third  for  oil 
production.  The  pipeline  system  which  supplies  much  of  the  country  with 
natural  gas  and  petroleim  originates  in  Louisiana.  The  petrochemical 
and  oil  and  gas  industries  depend  almost  totally  on  Federally 
constructed  levee  systems  to  protect  them  from  floods  and  hurricanes, 
and  the  navigation  system  for  transportation.  This  infrastructure 
development  which  benefits  the  entire  country  has  contributed  to  the 
destruction  of  our  marshes  and  wetlands  which  produce  a  commercial  fish 
and  shellfish  harvest  worth  over  $600  million  and  40%  of  the  Nation's 
wild  fur  and  hides  harvest  worth  over  $15  million.  This  wealth  of 
natural  resources  cannot  survive  and  propagate  for  the  economic  benefit 
of  the  State  and  Nation  without  on-shore  facilities  that  require 
protection  from  major  storms  and  hurricanes.  It  would  be  a  national 
loss  if  these  facilities  and  infrastructure  were  not  protected  since 
Louisiana  plays  a  strategic  part  in  the  national  economy.  But  Louisiana 
alone  cannot  support  the  infrastructure  on  which  the  country  depends. 
All  these  facilities  in  Louisiana  that  support  and  contribute  to  the 
economic  well  being  of  the  country  are  protected  by  flood  control 
measures;  flood  control  measures  that  the  Federal  Government  has 
appropriately  committed  itself  to  provide. 

In  making  the  following  recommendations  regarding  construction,  studies 
and  some  selected  operation  and  maintenance  items,  the  State  of 
Louisiana  understands  the  Administration's  need  to  reduce  the  Federal 
deficit,  but  would  hope  that  Congress  and  the  Administration  will  honor 
their  prior  commitments  to  infrastructure  development  and  fund  our 
requests.  We  feel  that  water  resources  projects  are  probably  the  most 
worthwhile  and  cost  effective  projects  in  the  Federal  budget,  having  to 
meet  stringent  economic  justification  criteria  not  required  of  other 
programs.  We  ask  that  this  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  final 
decision  making  process  to  appropriate  the  available  funds. 
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PROJECT 


BUDGET 
ALLOWANCE 


LOUISIANA 
REQUEST 


Authorized  Studies 


Bayou  Bartholomew,  LA 
Intracoastal  WW  Locks,  LA 
Jefferson  Parish,  LA 
Lafayette  Parish,  LA 
Lake  Charles  Ship  Channel,  LA 
Lake  Pontchartrain  West  Shore, 
Orleans  Parish,  LA 
Mississippi  River  Gulf  Outlet, 
Bank  Erosion 


100,000 

500,000 

800,000 

34,000 

47,000 

0 

60,000 

25,000 


100,000 
500,000 
800,000 
210,000 

47,000 
500,000 

60,000 

25,000 


Preconstruction  Engineering  &  Design 

Comite  River,  LA                  $  160,000 

East  Baton  Rouge  Parish,  LA  900,000 

Port  Fourchon,  LA  100,000 

West  Bank  -  East  of  Harvey  Canal,  LA  1,100,000 


160,000 

900,000 

100,000 

1,100,000 


Construction 


Aloha-Rigolette  Area,  Red  River,  LA  $  2,379,000 

Cat  Island  Revetment  0 
Lake  Pontchartrain  &  Vicinity, 

Hurricane  Protection  7,848,000 

Larose  to  Golden  Meadow  1,440,000 

Mississippi  River,  Gulf  Outlet  3,200,000 

New  Orleans  to  Venice  3,360,000 
Ouachita  River  Levees, 

Culvert  Replacement  0 

Red  River  Chloride  Control  0 

Red  River  Waterway  16,673,000 

Westwego  to  Harvey  Canal,  LA  1,000,000 


2,379,000 
2,187,000 

7,848,000 
1,440,000 
3,200,000 
3,360,000 

2,500,000 

150,000 

16,673,000 

1,000,000 


Operation  and  Maintenance 

Atchafalaya  River,  Bayou  Chene, 

Boeuf  &  Black 
Barataria  Bay  Waterway 
Bayou  Bodcau  Reservoir 

Bayou  Lafourche  &  Lafourche- Jump  Waterway  10,000 
Bayou  Pierre 
Bayou  Segnette  Waterway 


$  12,786,000 

$ 

12 

,786,000 

921,000 

921,000 

504,000 

504,000 

:erway  10,000 

10,000 

25,000 

25,000 

0 

0 
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BUDGET  LOUISIANA 

ALLOWANCE       AND       REQUEST 


Operation  and  Maintenance  (continued) 

Bayou  Teche  727,000  727,000 

Bayou  Teche  &  Vermilion  River  0  0 

Caddo  Lake  159,000  159,000 

Calcasieu  River  &  Pass  4,095,000  4,095,000 

Freshwater  Bayou  1,659,000  1,659,000 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  16,110,000  16,110,000 

Houma  Navigation  Canal  3,897,000  3,897,000 

Lake  Providence  Harbor  292,000  292,000 

Madison  Parish  Port  37,000  37,000 

Mermentau  River  2,081,000  2,081,000 

Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge-Gulf   51,837,000  51,837,000 

Mississippi  River  Gulf  Outlet  12,054,000  12,054,000 

Mississippi  River  Outlets,  Venice  1,645,000  1,645,000 

Ouachita  &  Black  Rivers,  AR  S.  LA  5,304,000  5,304,000 
Pearl  River,  LA  and  MS  $  ■  280,000  $  280,000 
Red  River  Waterway  -  Mississippi 

River  to  Shreveport  9,714,000  9,714,000 

Removal  of  Aquatic  Growth  1,865,000  1,865,000 

Tangipahoa  River  100,000  100,000 

Wallace  Lake  186,000  186,000 


OUACHITA  RIVER  LEVEES,  CULVERT  REPLACEMENT 

(Budget:   $       0)  (Request:  $2,500,000) 

Congress  authorized  the  culvert  replacement  in  the  Ouachita  River  Levees 
as  a  Federal  responsibility  in  the  1991  Appropriations  Act  by 
appropriating  $400,000  to  start  construction.  There  is  a  need  to 
continue  the  culvert  replacement  program  as  authorized  by  Congress.  The 
Corps  was  directed  by  Congress  in  1992  to  reprogram  available  funds  into 
the  project  in  order  to  proceed  in  an  orderly,  but  expeditious  manner. 
We  ask  that  Congress  continue  this  process  by  appropriating  $2,500,000 
to  complete  this  much  needed  project. 


MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  SHIP  CHANNEL,  GULF  TO  BATON  ROUGE,  LA. 
(Budget:   $         0)  (Request:   $         0) 

The  dredging  of  the  Mississippi  River  Ship  Channel,  Gulf  to  Baton  Rouge, 
La.,  Phase  2,  is  now  complete  which  provides  for  a  45-foot  deep  channel 
to  Baton  Rouge.  The  mitigation  construction  is  continuing  with  existing 
funds.  Governor  Edwards  has  asked  the  Corps  to  look  into  the 
feasibility  of  a  channel  deeper  than  45  feet.  We,  therefore,  support 
and  urge  the  use  of  reprogrammed  funds  to  begin  a  supplement  to  the 
General  Design  Memorandum  for  Phase  3  feasibility.  We  thank  you  for 
your  continued  support  for  infrastructure  development  which  keeps  our 
country  competitive  in  the  world  market. 
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EAST  BATON  ROUGE  PARISH,  LA 

(Budget:   $    900,000)  (Request:   $    900,000) 

East  Baton  Rouge  Parish  Tributaries  Project  is  part  of  the  Amite  River 
and  Tributaries,  La.  Study.  The  proposed  project  is  designed  to  reduce 
flooding  in  five  watersheds  of  the  capital  city  of  Baton  Rouge,  La. 
During  the  flood  of  record  in  1983,  the  East  Baton  Rouge  Parish 
experienced  flood  damages  estimated  at  $65  million.  Funds  requested  are 
to  begin  preconstruction  engineering  and  design.  The  East  Baton  Rouge 
Parish  government  has  agreed  to  cost  share  in  the  construction  of  this 
project  which  has  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio  of  over  2  to  1,  however,  this 
project  will  not  proceed  to  construction  under  the  Administration's  new 
policy. 


LAFAYETTE  PARISH,  LA 

(Budget:   $     34,000)  (Request:   $    210,000) 

Flooding  in  Lafayette  Parish  in  January  of  1993  from  the  Vermilion  8iver 
caused  damages  to  areas  that  had  never  flooded  before  proitpting  the 
request  for  a  flood  study.  A  complex  system  of  tributary  channels  flow 
into  the  Vermilion  River  which  has  an  estimated  drainage  area  of  561 
square  miles.  There  are  several  alternative  solutions  that  appear  to 
meet  the  Corps'  requirements  for  proceeding  to  the  next  phase  of  study. 
An  additional  $176,000  is  requested  to  begin  the  feasibility  phase  in  FY 
1996  as  soon  as  the  reconnaissance  phase  is  complete.  This  project  also, 
is  in  jeopardy  under  the  Administration's  new  policy. 


WESTWEGO  TO  HARVEY  CANAL,  LA 

(Budget:   $  1,000,000)  (Request:   $  1,000,000) 

Hurricane  protection  for  the  West  Bank  of  the  New  Orleans  metropolitan 
area  is  urgently  needed.  We  agree  with  the  Corps'  budget  request  for 
fiscal  year  1995,  but  we  urge  the  Corps  to  increase  its  capability  in 
the  future  for  an  accelerated  construction  schedule  for  this  project. 


WEST  BANK  -  EAST  OF  HARVEY  CANAL,  LA 

(Budget:   $  1,100,000)  (Request:   $  1,100,000) 

The  East  of  Harvey  Hurricane  Protection  Project  will  modify  the  Westwego 
to  Harvey  Canal  Project  now  under  construction  and  provide  greater  net 
benefits  realized  them  from  the  Westwego  to  Harvey  Canal  Project  alone. 
This  project  will  protect  over  80%  of  residential  structures  in  the 
area,  which  is  a  potential  flood  damage  reduction  of  over  $2.2  million 
and  has  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio  of  4  to  1.  This  project,  however,  will 
not  go  to  construction  if  the  Administration's  new  policy  takes  effect. 
If  a  standard  project  hurricane  occurs,  the  damages  to  the  national 
economy  would  be  enormous  because  of  the  infrastructure  that  would  be 
affected. 
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ALOHA-RIGOLETTE  AREA,  RED  RIVER,  LA 

(Budget:   $  2,379,000)  (Request:   $  2,379,000) 

Construction  of  this  much  needed  project  will  begin  soon  and  we  urge 
your  continued  support  for  its  funding. 


RED  RIVER  WATERWAY  -  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  TO  SHREVEPORT,  LA 
(Budget:   $  16,673,000)  (Request:   $  16,673,000) 

The  State  of  Louisiana  wishes  to  express  its  thanks  to  your  committees 
for  continued  spending  on  the  Red  River  Waterway  Project  at  its 
accelerated  construction  schedule.  Navigation  is  now  possible  to 
Shreveport,  however,  the  project  still  has  many  additional  items  to 
complete.  The  accelerated  construction  schedule  mandated  by  your 
funding  recommendations  in  previous  years,  we  feel,  has  saved  taxpayers 
of  the  United  States  millions  of  dollars  on  the  construction  of  the  Red 
River  Waterway  Project  and  we  urge  the  continuation  of  this  policy. 


RED  RIVER  BASIN  CHLORIDE  CONTROL  PROJECT 

(Budget:   $  0)  (Request:  $   150,000) 

With  the  Red  River  Waterway  Project  bringing  navigation  to  Shreveport, 
the  water  supply  needs  of  the  area  will  increase.  Reducing  the  chloride 
content  of  the  Red  River,  which  is  technically  and  economically, 
feasible,  would  make  the  Red  River  usable  for  an  economical  water 
supply.  This  year  the  Corps  will  continue  its  work  with  carry-over 
funds  from  the  previous  year  but  an  additional  $150,000  is  requested  for 
environmental  monitoring.  We  ask  that  funds  continue  to  be  provided  in 
future  years  until  this  project  is  completed.  The  construction  of  the 
Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project  will  enhance  further  economic 
development  in  the  Red  River  Valley  and  make  the  Navigation  Project 
prove  even  more  economically  feasible  than  previously  anticipated. 


COASTAL  WETLANDS  PLANNING,  PROTECTION  AND  RESTORATION  ACT 

The  passage  of  the  Coastal  Wetlands  Planning,  Protection  and  Restoration 
Act  has  been  a  positive  force  for  Louisiana.  This  legislation  is  not 
only  assisting  the  Nation  and  Louisiana  in  protecting  and  restoring 
precious  wetlands  of  national  significance  but  it  has  also  freed  up 
Corps'  funds  for  other  much  needed  flood  control  and  navigation 
projects. 

The  State  of  Louisiana  commends  the  Corps  on  its  cooperation  in 
coordinating  the  beneficial  use  of  dredged  material  for  coastal 
preservation. 
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CONCLUSION 

We  wish  to  express  our  thanks  to  the  Appropriations  Sub-Craranittees  on 
Energy  and  Water  Development  of  the  House  and  Senate  for  allowing  us  to 
present  this  brief  on  the  needs  of  Louisiana.  Without  reservation, 
practically  every  single  project  in  Louisiana  which  has  been  made 
possible  through  actions  of  these  committees  has  shown  a  return  in 
benefits  many  times  in  excess  of  that  conteirplated  by  the  authorizing 
legislation.  The  projects  which  you  fund  affect  the  econony  of  not  only 
Louisiana,  but  the  nation  as  a  whole.  The  State  of  Louisiana 
appreciates  the  accomplishments  of  the  past  and  solicits  your 
consideration  of  the  appropriations  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1996. 


SUBMITTED  BY 


STATE  OF  LOUISIANA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


JUDE  W.  P.  PATIN 
SECRETARY 

CURTIS  G.  PATTERSON 

DIRECTOR 

PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  DIRECTORATE 

WARD  S.  FILGO 

CHIEF 

FEDERAL  PROJECTS 
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Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  have  any  more  witnesses? 

Mr.  Williams.  I  believe  that  concludes  our  testimony. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  usually  don't  utilize  all  your  time.  And  we  re- 
member that,  too. 

Mr.  Williams.  Money  comes  in  direct  proportion  to  the  shortness 
of  the  speech? 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  right,  inverse. 

Mark,  don't  have  you  something  to  say? 

Well,  the  committee  appreciates  the  support  that  you  always 
bring.  I  think  you  usually  have  the  largest  crowd  that  comes  to 
Washington  from  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control.  At 
least  50  percent  of  the  water  that  falls  in  the  United  States  comes 
right  down  through  the  Mississippi,  so  we  fully  understand, 
through  years  of  experience  here,  the  problem  that  you  have.  We 
do  appreciate  the  great  job  that  you  folks  always  do. 

When  we  have  to  go  to  the  Floor  with  this  bill,  the  testimony  you 
present,  along  with  your  own  fine  members  that  you  have  from 
your  area,  give  us  more  strength  to  be  able  to  defend  and  maybe 
this  year  it  will  be  even  more  possible  than  ever. 

Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  always  been  so 
impressed  with  this  group.  You  obviously  are  very  busy  people  and 
you  take  the  time  out.  So  many  turn  out,  as  the  Chairman  says, 
the  largest  delegation.  If  you  are  not  doing  it,  I  assume  you  are, 
but  Blanche  and  John,  you  couldn't  have  two  better  spokesmen 
here,  you  know,  than  those  two.  And  I  think  you  would  want  to  be 
sure  to  put  it  in  the  record,  the  names  of  everybody  that  is  here, 
so  it  will  be  available  to  the  committee,  because  it  is  very  impres- 
sive; and  I  don't  know  of  another  project  in  the  country,  really — 
and  I  am  pretty  familiar  with  all  of  them — that  has  more  support 
than  this  project,  the  people  back  home — and  that  is  what  we  look 
at,  this  committee  looks  at  that,  when  we  start  marking  up  this 
bill. 

So  we  appreciate  you  very  much,  and  we  will  work  with  you. 
John  Myers  accuses  me  of  spending  all  the  money  while  I  was 
Chairman,  then  giving  him  the  gavel.  But  we  are  going  to  do  all 
we  can  to  help  John  and  Blanche  and  your  delegation  and  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Tom. 

Your  delegation  has  always  had  a  lot  of  support,  and  that  means 
a  whole  lot.  We  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony,  especially 
your  supporting  cast  here,  cheering  section.  And  George,  if  you 
would  provide  for  the  record  each  name,  please. 

Thank  you  again  very  much  for  making  the  annual  pilgrimage  to 
Washington. 

[The  statements  of  Messrs.  LaPlace,  Wanamaker,  Felty,  Weiland 
and  Dowdy  follow:] 
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BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 

PONTCHARTRAIN  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  426 
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MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 
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10:00  A.M.  -  SENATE 
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STATEMENT  IN  SUPPORT  OF  FY  1996 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 


PRESENTED  TO  SENATE  AND  HOUSE  COMMITTEES  ON  APPROPRIATIONS, 
SUBCOMMITTEES  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


The  Levee  District 

The  Pontchartrain  Levee  District  extends  downstream  from  the 
City  of  Baton  Rouge  to  the  New  Orleans  area,  a  distance  of  115 
river  miles,  includes  the  east  (left  descending)  bank  of  the 
Mississippi  River,  and  is  comprised  of  portions  of  East  Baton 
Rouge,  Iberville,  Ascension,  St.  James,  St.  John  the  Baptist  and 
St.  Charles  Parishes.  The  Mississippi  River  east  bank  levee  is 
continuous  throughout  the  Levee  District,  including  the  Bonnet 
Carre  Floodway.  The  Hurricane  Protection  Levee  in  St.  Charles 
Parish  protects  the  area  from  tidal  surges  through  Lake 
Pontchartrain . 

Extensive  development  of  major  industries  has  taken  place  in 
the  Pontchartrain  Levee  District.  Along  with  industrial  growth, 
our  Levee  District  has  witnessed  a  dramatic  increase  in  residential 
and  urban  expansions.  Substantial  portions  of  the  Levee  District 
area  are  used  for  agriculture.  Three  nationally  ranked  deep-water 
ports  are  companions  to  tha  Pontchartrain  Levee  District — the  Bator 
Rouge  Port,  South  Louisiana  Port,  and  New  Orleans  Port. 

The  District  contains  numerous  pipeline  systems  which  deliver 
goods  to  nationwide  distribution  points.  Interstate  Highways  10 
and  55  and  a  number  of  major  U.S.  Highways  traverse  the  Levee 
District,  along  with  major  railroads.  The  Mississippi  River  55- 
foot  deep  ship  channel  is  the  western  Levee  District  boundary. 
Three  (3)  major  bridges  cross  the  River  in  our  District. 
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All  these  features  and  many  other  improvements  along  with  more 
than  one  million  residents  are  protected  by  the  Mississippi  River 
and  Tributaries  Flood  Control  Project  in  this  Levee  District.  Only 
through  continuous,  effective  flood  control  improvements  and 
maintenance  can  this  area  and  the  lower  river  valley  meet 
requirements  to  serve  national  needs  for  industry,  employment, 
deep-water  navigation,  highway  and  rail  transportation,  major 
pipelines,  residential,  agriculture  and  related  activities. 


The  Pontchartrain  Levee  District  is  not  new  in  directing  its 
support  to  MR&T  flood  control  appropriations  and  it  is  not  done 
passively.  Since  the  beginning  of  the  MR&T  Project,  the 
Pontchartrain  Levee  District  has  served  as  the  local  sponsor  to 
provide  right-of-ways  and  maintenance  of  the  levees  and  has 
consistently  presented  testimony  to  Congress'  Appropriations 
Committees.  The  importance  of  flood  control  has  not  diminished 
over  the  years,  but  rather  has  been  established  as  an  every  day 
requirement.  About  eighty-five  percent  of  Louisiana's  citizens  now 
live  behind  levees  along  with  metropolitan  areas,  major  industry, 

agricultural  products  and  vast  natural  resources they  are  all 

dependent  on  flood  control  for  continued  existence  and  conduct  of 
business.  This  statement  is  submitted  to  urge  and  justify  adequate 
funding  for  the  project  in  fiscal  year  1996.  Appearing  before  the 
Subcommittee  today  are  Commissioner  Ronald  St.  Pierre,  Commissioner 
Joseph  Gautreau  and  Mike  Babin,  staff 

Corps  of  Engineers  construction  contracts,  funded  by  MR&T 
Appropriations,  is  a  major  factor  enabling  Louisiana  to  retain  a 
favorable  unemployment  level.  If  that  trend  is  continued, 
appropriations  for  FY  1996  should  be  somewhat  equivalent  to  amounts 
in  the  past  few  years.  Smaller  amounts  would  result  in 
unemployment  increases,  have  similar  negative  effects  on  the  seven 
states  in  the  Lower  River  Valley  and  surrounding  regions,  and  be  a 
severe  setback  to  the  project  that  we  have  worked  on  continuously 
since  1928.  The  following  recommendations  point  out  the  necessity 
and  justification  of  continuing  project  work  at  acceptable  levels. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mississippi  River  Levees 

In  the  Pontchartrain  Levee  District  several  reaches  of  main 
line  levee  must  be  enlarged  and  slope  paved  to  advance  from  the 
current  status  of  partial  flood  protection.  Priority  should  be 
given  to  Carville-Marchand,  Romeville-Remy  and  Remy-Garyville.  In 
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addition  only  two  of  six  levee  reaches  have  been  repaired  with  one 
additional  now  under  contract,  where  the  197  3  flood  severely 
damaged  the  levee,  washing  away  a  substantial  portion.  These  items 
mentioned  are  essential  elements  for  early  construction.  Future 
levee  enlargements  and  slope  paving  are  required  in  five  parishes 
of  the  Levee  District.  The  Board  of  Conrmissioners  Pontchartrain 
Levee  District  is  pleased  to  endorse  the  President's  budget  amount 
and  recommend  $32,450,000  be  appropriated  for  FY  1996  to  continue 
this  vital  work. 

Channel  Improvement 

Main  line  levees  must  be  protected  from  caving  banks 
throughout  this  lower  river  reach  where  extremely  narrow  battures 
are  the  last  line  of  defense  against  levee  crevasses  and  failures. 
If  caving  banks  are  not  stopped  the  only  answer  is  "setback". 
Simply  stated  there  is  no  room  remaining  for  levee  setbacks  in  the 
Pontchartrain  Levee  District.  Revetment  construction  must  be 
annually  funded  to  prevent  levee  failures,  land  losses  and  unending 
relocations.  This  item  also  benefits  the  55-foot  deep  navigation 
channel.  The  Pontchartrain  Levee  District  recommends  $63,090,000 
be  appropriated  for  FY  1996  which  concurs  with  the  President's 
budget . 

Lake  Pontchartrain  and  Vicinity  Hurricane  Protection  Project 

The  Pontchartrain  Levee  District  is  the  local  assuring  agency 
for  that  portion  of  the  project  in  St.  Charles  Parish  and  is 
responsible  for  thirty  percent  financing  of  construction  costs, 
providing  rights-of-way  and  performing  relocations.  Design  and 
engineering  work  is  completed.  Mitigation  requirements  have  been 
met. 

There  are  no  objections  or  challenges.  Only  construction 
funds  are  needed.  A  sum  of  fifty  million  dollars  ($50,000,000) 
over  the  next  five  years  will  result  in  protection  to  elevation  9.0 
which  FEMA  requires  for  flood  insurance  in  the  area.  The  Board  of 
Commissioners  strongly  recommends  an  annual  federal  appropriation 
of  $7,000,000  for  the  St.  Charles  Parish  portion  of  the  project. 

NEAR  FUTURt.  IS  UNCERTAIN-ITS  UP  TO  COMGRESS 

In  the  search  for  new  ways  to  accomplish  required  flood 
control  and  other  water  resources  projects  Congress  must  remain 
mindful  not  to  jerk  the  rug  out  from  under  its  own  feet.  Without 
protection  there  will  be  few  to  no  jobs,  inheibitants,  farms, 
industries,  businesses,  votes  and  many  related  activities. 
Congress  should  know  that  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  does  not 
have  the  option  to  say  "No,  we  do  not  want  runoff  from  42  percent 
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of  the  Nation"  and  in  companion  Congress  should  not  have  the  option 
to  remove,  stop  federal  responsibility  for  controlling  national 
water,  whether  in  flood  or  drought.  With  respect  to  Louisiana  most 
of  its  runoff  is  generated  outside  the  State  area  for  all  its  main 
carrier  rivers,  including  Mississippi,  Red,  Ouachita,  Black, 
Atchafalaya  Floodway,  Pearl  and  Sabine  Rivers.  If  the  B/C  ration 
is  limited  to  2  to  1,  then  realistic  benefits  analyses  should  be 
allowed.  In  Louisiana  we  have  a  comprehensive  flood  control  plan 
sponsored  and  maintained  by  some  22  Levee  Districts  to  handle  and 
provide  for  safe  passage  of  almost  one  half  the  nation's  waters. 
This  invokes  federal  involvement.   Don't  mess  up  the  system. 

CHOICE  FOR  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  (CIVIL  WORKS) 

The  Pontchartrain  Levee  District  respectfully  and  sincerely 
recommends  E.  B.  Gee,  Jr.,  of  Blytheville,  Arkansas  to  fill  this 
position. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Board  of  Commissioners,  Pontchartrain  Levee  District, 
compliments  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  for 
its  keen  understanding  of  real  needs  for  the  MR&T  Flood  Control 
Project  and  efficient,  alert  actions  taken  to  appropriate  funds  for 
its  many  complex  requirements.  We  endorse  recommendations 
presented  by  the  Association  of  Levee  Boards  of  Louisiana, 
Louisiana  Department  of  Transportation  and  Development,  Lower 
Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association  and  Red  River  Valley 
Association. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


Aubrey  J.  LaPlace,  President 
Board  of  Commissioners 
Pontchartrain  Levee  District 

Additional  Commissioners; 

Henry  Baptiste,  East  Baton  Rouge  Parish 

Joseph  Gautreau,  Ascension  Parish 

Kernell  Goudia,  St.  John  the  Baptist  Parish 

Vice  President 
Webb  Harelson,  Iberville  Parish 
David  Laborde,  St.  James  Parish 
I zeal  Morris,  Ascension  Parish 
Carey  Simoneaux  ,  St.  John  the  Baptist  Parish 
Ronald  St.  Pierre,  St.  Charles  Parish 
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PONTCHARTRMN  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  APPROPRIATIONS  FY  1996 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 


PROJECT  AND  STATE 

SURVEYS.  CONTINUATION  OF 
PLANNING  AND  ENGINEERING 
AND  ADVANCE  ENGINEERING 
AND  DESIGN 


Eastern  Arkansas  Region,  AR 

Reelfoot  Lake,  TN 

Lower  White  River,  AR  (Big  Creek  &  Tribs.) 

Mississippi  Delta,  MS 

Morganza,  LA  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 

Collection  &  Study  of  Basic  Data 

SUBTOTAL  -  SURVEYS,  CONTINUATION  OF  PLANNING 
AND  ENGINEERING  AND  ADVANCE  ENGINEERING 
AND  DESIGN 

CONSTRUCTION 

Eight  Mile  Creek,  AR 

West  Tennessee  Tributaries,  TN 

Nonconnah  Creek,  TN 

Horn  Lake  Creek  &  Tribs . ,  MS  &  TN 

St.  Francis  Basin,  MO  &  AR 

Whiteman's  Creek,  AR 

Yazoo  Basin,  MS 

Atchafalaya  Basin,  LA 

Atchafalaya  Basin  Floodway  System 

MS  Delta  Region,  LA 

MS  &  LA  Bstaurine,  Area,  MS  &  LA 

Tensas  Basin,  Red  River,  Backwater,  LA 

Channel  Improvements,  IL,KY,MO,AR,TN,MS  &  LA 

Mississippi  River  Levees,  IL,KY,MO,AR,TN,MS  &  LA 


BUDGET  REQUEST  ANP 
RECOMMENDED  A?PROPRTATIOH 


$2,200,000 

238,000 

200,000 

1,800,000 

500,000 

325,000 


$5,263,000 


SUBTOTAL-CONSTRUCTION 

SUBTOTAL-MAINTENANCE 

SUBTOTAL-MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  &  TRIBUTARIES 

LESS  REDUCTION  FOR  SAVINGS  &  SLIPPAGL' 

GRAND  TOTAL-MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  &  TRII.UTARIES 

Plus  Rivers  and  Harbors  Contributed  Funds 

TOTAL-FLOOD  CONTROL,  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  & 
TRIBUTARIES  PROGRAM 


$   580,000 

2,900,000 

1,600,000 

148,000 

10,000,000 

850,000 

47,928,000 

27,000,000 

5,300,000 

13,300,000 

1,500,000 

11,294,000 

63,090,000 

32,450,000 

$217,940,000 

S134.188.000 

$357,391,000 

-38.141.000 

$319,250,000* 
$  12,800,000* 


$332,050,000 

►NOTE:   Fiscal  Year  1995  Budget  amount  was  $320,000,000 

►*Cash  Contributions  required  by  law  for  budgeted  work  and 
work  anticipated  to  be  done  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
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STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  E.  WANAMAKER 

CHIEF  ENGINEER 

BOARD  OF  MISSISSIPPI  LEVEE  COMMISSIONERS 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 

APPROPRIATION  FOR  FLOOD  CONTROL 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  PROJECT 

REQUESTING  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 

APPROPRIATION 

MARCH  21,  1995 


BOARD  OF 

IPPI      LEVEE      COMMISSIONERS 

RIVES  C.  CARTER,  PRESIDENT 

P.O.  BOX  637 

GHEENVILLC,   MISSISSIPPI  3B702-0637 

(60I  )  334-4813 

(60I  )  332-6732  james  e  wanamaker.  chii 

FAX  #  378-9592  ^.V^T."^' 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

I  am  James  E.  Wanamaker,  Chief  Engineer  for  the  Board  of 
Mississippi  Levee  Commissioners,  Greenville,  Mississippi,  and  I 
have  the  privilege  of  presenting  this  statement  on  behalf  of  this 
Board  and  the  citizens  of  this  Levee  District.  This  District 
consists  of  the  counties  of  Bolivar,  Issaquena,  Sharkey, 
Washington,  and  parts  of  Humphreys  and  Warren  in  the  Lower  Yazoo 
Basin  in  Mississippi. 

The  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association 
will  present  a  general  statement  in  support  of  the  appropriation 
for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  construction,  surveys,  advanced 
engineering  and  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Mississippi 
River  and  Tributaries  Project.  We  are  fortunate  that  the 
Presidents  Budget  Request  includes  funding  needed  to  continue  these 
projects  on  schedule.  The  National  responsibility  for  this  project 
is  emphasized  by  the  fact  that  41%  of  the  drainage  of  the  United 
States  passes  though  this  project  area. 

The  Mississippi  River  Levees  are  the  backbone  of  flood  control 
throughout  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley.  The  devastating  floods  in 
the  Upper  Mississippi  River  experienced  in  1993  emphasi::ed  the 
tremendous  value  of  the  levees  to  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley.  We 
are  requesting  $32,450,000  to  allow  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
continue  construction  of  this  project  that  includes  three  berm 
projects  along  the  Mainline  Mississippi  River  Levee  in  our 
District.  The  Board  of  Mississippi  Levee  Commissioners  remains 
committed  to  provide  the  rights-of-way  and  maintenance  for  the 
timely  completion  of  this  project. 

Following  a  delay  of  over  4  years  in  the  construe cion  of 
the  Yazoo  Basin  Projects  while  the  reformulation  process  was  being 
undertaken,  it  is  now  imperative  that  funds  included  in  the  budget 
request  be  appropriated  to  maximize  the  construction  capabilities 
on  the  Upper  Steele  Bayou  Project  and  Upper  Yazoo  Project.  These 
two  major  flood  control  projects  will  provide  protection  to 
communities  throughout  the  Delta  that  were  devastated  by  flooding 
in  1991  when  record  stages  were  recorded  on  streams  across  the 
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Delta.  The  first  contract  has  recently  been  awarded  on  Main  Canal 
and  the  next  item  scheduled  for  award  on  Black  Bayou  this  fall. 
The  budget  request  includes  $8,920,000  to  continue  construction  of 
the  Upper  Steele  Bayou  Project  on  schedule.  For  those  citizens  in 
Greenville  who  were  flooded  twice  in  1991,  this  work  cannot  be 
completed  soon  enough. 

With  the  completion  of  the  Final  Reformulation  Report  on 
the  Upper  Yazoo  Project,  we  are  looking  forward  to  reinitiating 
construction  this  year  on  this  major  project  that  will  provide 
protection  to  the  area  of  the  Mississippi  Delta  from  Belzoni  to 
Marks.  With  work  on  this  project  halted  since  1988,  the  budget 
request  of  $11,200,000  is  needed  to  continue  this  work  on  schedule. 

The  reformulation  of  the  Yazoo  Backwater  Project  has  been 
initiated  and  the  Board  of  Mississippi  Levee  Commissioners  has 
provided  the  Corps  of  Engineers  with  a  Letter  of  Intent  to  cost 
share  this  much  needed  project.  We  continue  to  feel  that  the 
declaration  of  the  remaining  items  in  this  project  as  separable 
elements  does  not  adequately  consider  that  it  is  an  integral  part 
of  a  complex  flood  control  project  designed  as  a  part  of  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project.  The  severity  of 
flooding  in  the  Mississippi  Delta  that  results  from  the  failure  to 
complete  this  project  is  directly  attributed  to  modifications  made 
along  the  Mississippi  River  to  increase  protection  in  other  states 
and  the  failure  of  channel  improvements  on  the  Mississippi  River  to 
function  as  designed. 

Many  very  beneficial  flood  control  projects  throughout 
the  nation  are  being  delayed  because  of  the  failure  of  the 
Secretary  of  Army  to  address  "ability  to  pay"  as  you  have  directed. 
In  the  Water  Resources  Acts  of  1990  and  1992,  the  Congress 
acknowledged  that  the  criteria  being  used  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  determine  the  "ability  to  pay"  were  not  working  and  on 
these  two  occasions  directed  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  revise 
the  procedure  being  used.  The  recently  adopted  criteria  for 
dealing  with  the  "ability  to  pay"  again  point  out  the  inability  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  to  deal  with  this  issue.  There  was  no 
effort  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  distribute  to  project  sponsors 
these  proposed  guidelines  which  is  emphasized  by  the  fact  that  only 
one  comment  was  received  in  response  to  the  publishing  in  the 
Federal  Register.  Areas  throughout  the  nation,  who  cannot  afford 
to  pay  for  these  projects,  continue  to  be  deprived  of  the 
protection  they  have  been  promised  and  deserve.  It  is  imperative 
that  the  method  for  determining  the  "ability  to  pay"  be  revised  to 
reflect  the  intent  of  the  Congress  to  insure  that  the  poor  areas  of 
the  country  can  afford  these  much  needed  projects.  After  9  years 
in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  it  is  apparent  that  this 
issue  is  one  that  will  require  action  from  the  Congress.   We  again 


ask  that  the  Congress  Include  language  providing  that  local 
economic  criteria  be  used  in  computing  the  local  share  of  a  project 
and  that  all  project  costs  be  eligible  for  reduction. 

With  the  funding  that  you  have  so  generously  provided  to 
complete  the  Engineering  Report  and  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  we  are  ready  to  initiate  construction  of  the  Big 
Sunflower  River-Bogue  Phalia  Operation  and  Maintenance  Project 
during  Fiscal  Year  1996.  Included  in  the  President's  budget  is 
$2,012,000  to  initiate  this  work.  With  major  flooding  having 
occurred  along  these  channels  in  1989,  1990,  and  1991,  it  is 
imperative  that  we  continue  to  proceed  with  the  maintenance  project 
to  restore  flood  protection  to  the  citizens  of  the  basin. 

The  two  Levee  Boards  whose  districts  encompass  the 
project  area  of  the  Mississippi  Delta,  Mississippi,  Study  and  the 
YMD  Joint  Water  Management  District  (sponsor  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  Water  Supply  Study  for  the  same  area)  continue 
to  coordinate  the  activities  of  the  two  Federal  projects.  The 
funding  for  this  study  needs  to  be  kept  on  schedule  to  allow  the 
coordination  of  information  to  insure  that  the  recommended  project 
will  provide  the  maximum  level  of  flood  protection  possible  and 
consider  the  plans  being  developed  as  part  of  the  Water  Supply 
Study . 

The  wetlands  issue  continues  to  concern  everyone  in  the 
Lower  Mississippi  Valley  if  not  the  nation.  Additional  regulation 
of  wetlands  has  again  reared  its  head  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers' 
adoption  of  what  has  become  known  as  the  August  25  Regulation. 
Implementation  of  this  regulation  without  an  exemption  for 
maintenance  activities  of  flood  control  projects  is  making  it 
impossible  to  adequately  maintain  our  many  projects.  We  have 
further  become  aware  that  the  draft  language  for  reauthorization  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  includes  language  making  the  August  25 
Regulation  law.  With  these  rules  in  effect,  we  cannot  go  into  our 
existing  manmade  borrow  pits  for  dirt  to  repair  erosions  and  other 
minor  deficiencies  without  permits.  The  Congress  needs  to  address 
this  issue  and  continue  to  provide  the  same  exemptions  for  the 
maintenance  of  these  flood  control  projects  that  is  in  the  current 
law. 

We  are  grateful  for  the  consideration  given  to  us  each 
year  by  the  Committee  and  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  our 
requests  to  you  at  this  time. 
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SUMMARY 
STATEMENT  OF  BILLY  J.  FELTY 

REQUESTING  APPROPRIATIONS  OF  $10,000,000  FOR  THE  ST. 
FRANCIS  BASIN  PROJECT  AND  A  TOTAL  OF  $332,050,000 
FOR  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  PROJECT 
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STATEMENT  OF  BILLY  J.  FELTY 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 


My  name  is  Billy  J.  Felty.  I  live  in  West  Memphis, 
Arkansas  and  I  am  Chief  Engineer  of  the  St.  Francis  Levee 
District  of  Arkansas.  I  am  filing  this  statement  in  behalf 
of  the  Levee  and  Drainage  Districts  in  the  entire  St.  Francis 
Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri.  We  are  the  local  cooperation 
organizations  for  the  St.  Francis  Basin  Project  which  is 
located  in  Southeastern  Missouri  and  Northeastern  Arkansas. 
The  Basin  covers  8,400  square  miles  of  Delta  land  beginning 
at  Commerce,  Missouri  at  the  foot  of  Sikeston  Ridge  on  the 
North,  to  the  mouth  of  the  St.  Francis  River  on  the  South,  a 
distance  of  235  miles;  and  extending  West  from  the 
Mississippi  River  to  the  uplands  of  Bloomfield  and  Crowley's 
Ridges,  having  a  maximum  width  of  45  miles. 

The  Civil  Works  Budget  for  FY  1996  appropriations  for 
the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  is  being  reviewed  by 
your  Subcommittee  and  I  request  that  you  recommend 
$10,000,000  for  the  St.  Francis  Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri. 
The  Civil  Works  Project  within  the  St.  Francis  Basin  is  near 
completion  and  is  scheduled  to  be  complete  by  the  year  of 
2000.  There  are  several  projects  scheduled  for  this  fiscal 
year  and  others  needed  before  the  project  can  be  completed 
that  are  of  vital  interest  to  the  Basin.  Throughout  the 
entire  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  we  are  witnessing  a  great 
industrial  expansion  and  the  economy  of  the  area  is  improving 
rapidly  each  year.  Agriculture,  which  a  few  years  ago  was 
the  sole  basis  for  the  economy  along  the  Mississippi  River 
and  within  the  basin,  is  now  sharing  it's  importance  with 
industry.  This  growth  and  prosperity  could  not  exist  without 
drainage  and  flood  protection. 

We  support  the  amount  of  $332,050,000  requested  by  the 
Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association  for  the 
Lower  Mississippi  Valley.  This  is  the  amount  the  Executive 
Committee  of  the  Association  feels  is  necessary  to  adequately 
fund  the  projects  during  the  fiscal  year. 

We  do,  however,  oppose  part  of  the  President's  Budget 
for  Fiscal  Year  1996  concerning  policy  changes  in  flood 
control  in  our  nation.  The  changes,  if  implemented,  will 
effectively  eliminate  the  Federal  Flood  Control  programs.  It 
would  reduce  funding  from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Civil 
Works  Program  in  the  1996  budget  and  transfer  responsibility 
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for  flood  control  from  the  Federal  Government  to  the  states 
and  local  government.  This  would  remove  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  from  flood  control  projects.  We  express  opposition 
to  the  proposed  changes  and  want  to  keep  flood  control  in  the 
capable  hands  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

We  have  a  large  number  of  members  present  today 
attending  the  Appropriations  Hearings  that  have  come  to  show 
their  support  for  the  St.  Francis  Basin  Project  and  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Projects. 

I  feel  this  Subcommittee  will  give  fair  consideration 
to  our  needs  and  I  appreciate  the  time  given   to  advance  the 
development  of  the  water  resource  projects. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Billy  J.  Felty 


March  21,  1995 


STATEMENT  OF  KENNETH  L.  WEILAND,  P.E. 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

March  21,  1995 


SUBJECT:     FY  1996  APPROPRIATIONS 

Flood  Control,  Mississippi  River  &  Tributaries 

GROUP:         Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association 

SUMMARY:  Support  the  Association's  request 

Comments  on  items  in  the  Yazoo  Basin 

Comments  on  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  project 


Submitted  by: 

Yazoo-Mississippi  Delta  Levee  Board 
P.  O.  Box  610 
Clarksdale.  MS  38614 
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This  statement  has  been  prepared  by  Kenneth  L.  Weiland,  P.E.,  CEO  and  Chief  Engineer 
for  the  Yazoo-Mississippi  Deha  (YMD)  Levee  Board.  It  is  submitted  today,  March  21, 
1995,  on  behalf  of  the  entire  Levee  Board  and  the  citizens  they  represent  in  the 
Mississippi  Delta,  which  includes  the  Yazoo  and  Sunflower  River  Basins.  The  YMD 
Levee  Board  supports  the  general  funding  request  for  fiscal  year  1996,  made  before  you 
today  by  the  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  Flood  Control  Association,  and  as  members  of 
this  Association,  join  in  their  praises  of  your  continuing  support  for  the  desperately 
needed  flood  control  projects  within  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  (MR&T) 
Project.  We  are  extremely  concerned  about  current  policies  and  rhetoric  advocating  the 
federal  goverrunent's  retreat  from  its  long  standing  support  of  flood  control  throughout 
the  Mississippi  valley.  We  respectfully  request  your  attention,  not  only  to  the  vital 
monetary  needs  of  flood  control,  but  to  the  equally  essential  policy  and  administration 
aspects  of  our  mission. 

The  following  paragraphs  identify  certain  projects  included  within  the  MR&T  project  that 
merit  special  mention,  followed  by  a  tabular  listing  of  our  priority  funding  request. 

UPPER  YAZOO  PROJECTS  -  REFORMULATION/CONSTRUCTION 

The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  completed  the  reformulation  of  the  Upper  Yazoo 
Projects  and  issued  the  final  Reformulation  Report  in  December  of  1993.  This  project, 
located  within  the  Yazoo  Basin,  will  allow  the  Corps  to  better  control  the  four  flood 
control  reservoirs  (Arkabutla,  Sardis,  Enid  and  Grenada)  reducing  the  risk  of  interior 
flooding.  Though  the  reservoirs  have  been  completed,  thus  reducing  the  frequency  of 
headwater  flooding  of  the  Delta  from  the  bluff  hills,  the  channels  serving  to  convey  the 
stored  water  from  the  reservoirs  to  the  Mississippi  River  have  never  been  completed, 
causing  an  unacceptable  frequency  of  flooding  and  flood  damages.  We  are  proud  to 
report  that  after  a  delay  of  six  years,  construction  is  underway  on  this  project.  It  is 
imperative  that  full  fionding  be  given  to  the  Corps  so  that  this  construction  can  proceed  on 
the  accelerated  schedule  as  requested  by  Mississippi  Governor  Kirk  Fordice  in  1992. 

SUNFLOWER  BASIN  CHANNEL  MAINTENANCE  PROGRAM 

Over  time,  all  streams  in  the  Delta  lose  their  capacity  to  convey  design  discharges  due  to 
siltation  of  the  bottom  of  the  streams.  In  the  month  of  July,  1989,  sections  of  the 
Mississippi  Delta  along  the  Sunflower  River  system  experienced  significant  flooding 
over  half  grown  row  crops  of  food  and  fiber.  In  response  to  this  devastation,  the  Board  of 
Mississippi  Levee  Commissioners  (MLB),  located  in  Greenville,  MS,  requested  a  study 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  to  determine  whether  the  reduction  of  the  Sunflower 
River  system  flow  capacities  had  contributed  to  the  flooding,  and  thus,  whether  the  Corps 
should  begin  its  obligatory  maintenance  of  the  channels  in  this  system.  Subsequent 
surveys  by  the  Corps  reflected  loss  of  channel  capacity  from  the  original  design  of 
approximately  forty  (40)  percent.  The  YMD  Levee  Board,  whose  District  shares  in  the 
damages  resulting  from  the  overflow  of  the  rivers  in  this  area  joins  the  MLB  in  full 
support  of  the  funding  request  by  the  Corps  for  this  maintenance  project. 
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MISSISSIPPI  DFXTA  MISSISSIPPI  STUDY 

In  October  of  1992,  the  YMD  Levee  Board  and  the  MLB  signed  sponsorship  agreements 
with  Vicksburg  District  to  begin  surveys  for  those  portions  of  the  Sunflower  River  system 
not  included  in  the  reach  of  the  above  mentioned  maintenance  project.  The  study  is  also 
being  coordinated  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  who  is  conducting  a  water  supply 
study  on  the  Sunflower  River  System.  This  study  will  identify  reaches  of  this  river 
system  above  Highway  82  that  are  in  need  of  maintenjince  as  well  as  compile  much 
needed  data  on  land  use  changes  that  have  taken  place  in  the  Sunflower  basin  since  the 
original  project  was  completed  in  the  1960's.  The  YMD  Levee  Board  respectfully 
requests  your  support  of  this  important  study. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  LEVEES 

After  witnessing  the  total  devastation  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  during  the  summer 
of  1993,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  importance  of  the  MR&T  projects,  and  the 
continued  maintenance  and  upkeep  of  the  main  line  levee  system  along  the  Lower 
Mississippi  River.  Our  Levee  Board,  though  proud  of  our  long  record  of  protection  of  the 
main  line  levee  in  our  District,  understands  that  your  generous  funding  to  insure  the 
timely  completion  of  the  MR&T  project,  as  well  as  major  maintenance  of  the  completed 
portions  of  the  project,  are  the  key  to  preventing  a  catastrophic  failure  of  the  system.  We 
ask  that  you  not  only  continue  funding  for  construction  and  maintenance  activities  within 
our  district,  but  also  for  the  entire  reach  included  within  the  MR&T  project.  This  system 
of  levees  and  channel  work  stand  out  to  the  world  as  a  model  of  governmental  resolve 
and  success  to  protect  its  people,  economy,  and  infrastructure  from  the  ravages  of  flood 
waters. 
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YAZOO-MISSISSIPPI  DELTA  LEVEE  BOARD 

ENERGY  &  WATER  RESOURCES 

FY  '96  APPROPRIATIONS  PRIORITIES 


DESCRIPTION  EXECUTIVE  BUDGET     YMD  LEVEE  BOARD 

REQUEST  FY  '96  REQUEST  FY  "96 

$(000)  $(000) 


MS.  MO.  and  TN 

Tallulah-Magna  Vista,  MS,  Berm,  Item  475-LA 
Tallulah-Magna  Vista,  MS,  Berm,  Item  475-LB 
Carolina- Valewood,  MS,  Berm,  Item  501L-A 

Yazoo  Basin,  MS  -  Construction  Funding 

600 
1,500 
300 

11,200 
2,948 
8,920 

25 
2,810 

25 
22,000 

1,135 
2,012 
860 
1,390 
474 
709 
529 

600 
1,500 
300 

Upper  Yazoo  Projects 

Tributaries 

Big  Sunflower  River 

Main  Stem 

Reformulation  Unit 

F&WL  Mitigation  Lands 

Demonstration  Erosion  Control 

11,200 
2,948 
8,920 

25 
2,810 

25 
22,000 

Tributaries 

Big  Sunflower  River 

Greenwood 

Main  Stem 

Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel 

Yazoo  City 

Yazoo  Backwater  Area 

1,135 
2,012 
860 
1,390 
474 
709 
529 

Mississippi  Delta  1,800  1,800 

TOTAL  REQUEST  FOR  PRIORITY  ITEMS  59,237  59,237 


^TLJi:  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

1  rlt  E.B.  Gee.  Jr..  Preskleni 

I  I'!' I  I  F  RrVFR  BIytheville.  Afl, 

U  1   1  LC  IXl  V  I-r^    yij.  Qo,,^ng  Vice-President 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  *»«  °'^  **> 

James  L  Hetcher.  Gideon.  Mo. 
Sam  M.  Hunter.  DVM 


A.C.Kiey.  New  Madrid.  Mo. 


Flood  Control  &  Drainage 
Since— 1907 

STAFF 

STATEMENT  OF   LARRY   D.    DOWDY  Larry  O.  Dowdy 

THE  LITTLE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  Executive  Vice-President 

CAPE   GIRARDEAU,    MISSOURI  Secretary/Treasurer 


MARCH  21,  1995 
MR.  OIAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE; 


(C. 

Assistant  Secretary/Treasurer 

H  Riley  Bock 

Attorney.  Portagevitle.  Mo. 


MY  NAME  IS  LARRY  D.  DOWDY.  I  LIVE  IN  CAPE  GIRARDEAU,  MISSOURI  AND  SERVE 
AS  EXECUTIVE  VICE-PRESIDENT  FOR  THE  LITTLE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  WHICH  SERVES 
MORE  THAN  2.0  MILLION  ACRES  OF  LAND  AND  MORE  THAN  2000  INDIVIDUAL  LANDOWNERS  IN 
SOUTHEAST  MISSOURI.  OUR  DISTRICT  PROVIDES  OUTLET  DRAINAGE  AND  FLOOD  PROTECTION 
THROUGHOUT  SOUTHEAST  MISSOURI  AND  NORTHEAST  ARKANSAS.  MY  TESTIMONY  WILL  RELATE 
SPECIFICALLY  TO  THE  F.  Y.  1996  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE  ST.  FRANCIS  BASIN  PROJECT 
WHICH  IS  A  PART  OF  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  PROJECT. 

MY  STATEMENT  IS  ON  BEHALF  OF  OUR  DISTRICT  AS  WELL  AS  OTHER  LEVEE  AND 
DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  WITHIN  THE  ST.  FRANCIS  BASIN  PROJECT,  BEING  BOTH  IN  SOUTHEAST 
MISSOURI  AND  NORTHEAST  ARKANSAS.  TO  MY  KNOWLEDGE,  ALL  OF  THE  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE 
DISTRICTS  THAT  WE  ARE  REPRESENTING  TODAY  ARE  LOCALLY  TAX  FUNDED  AND  OPERATED  AND 
ARE  DEPENDENT  UPON  EACH  OTHER  FOR  THEIR  OUTLET  OF  WATERS  THROUGH  THE  ST.  FRANCIS 
RIVER  AND  ULTIMATELY  DISCHARGING  THAT  WATER  IN  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  NEAR  HELENA, 
ARKANSAS. 

FURTHER,  AND  VERY  IMPORTANT  TO  OUR  DISTRICT,  IS  THE  MAINTENANCE  MONIES  THAT 
ARE  WITHIN  THE  BUDGET  FOR  PROJECTS  THAT  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  CONSTRUCTED 
AND  UPON  WHICH  THE  RESPONSIBILITY  OF  MAINTENANCE  IS  THAT  OF  THE  FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT.  THE  AMOUNTS  IN  THE  BUDGET  ARE  WITHIN  THE  CAPABILITIES  OF  THE  CORPS 
OF  ENGINEERS  AND  Wia  BE  WISE  INVESTMENTS  WHEN  SPENT  IN  SOUTHEAST  MISSOURI  AND 
NORTHEAST  ARKANSAS. 

THE  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  FOR  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  PROJECT 
IS  FOR  $332,050,000  WHICH  IS  AN  AMOUNT  THAT  WE  SUPPORT.  THIS  AMOUNT  SHOULD  KEEP 
THIS  PROJECT  MOVING  BUT  CERTAINLY  NOT  AT  THE  PACE  IT  SHOULD.  THIS  IS  A  MOST 
VITAL  reOJECT  TO  OUR  NATION  AND  HAS  PREVENTED  BILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS  OF  DAMAGES 
SINCE  ITS  INCEPTION  THOUGH  IT  IS  NOT  COMPLETED.  IT  HAS  A  FAVORABLE  BENEFIT-COST 
RATIO. 

WE  POINT  OUT  TO  YOU  THAT  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  PROJECT  WAS 
A  CONGRESSIONAL  PROJECT  THAT  WAS  ESTABLISHED  BY  LAW  TO  SOLVE  A  NATIONAL  PROBLEM 
AS  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  CARRIES  OVER  FORTY  PERCENT  (40%)  OF  THE  WATER  THAT  FLOWS 
THROUCffl  OUR  NATION  AND  SOME  PARTS  OF  CANADA.  WE  WISH  THAT  THIS  OBJECTIVE  THAT 
WAS  INITIATED  SOME  TIME  AGO  BY  MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS,  COULD  CONTINUE  TO  BE  AS  IT 
WAS  INTENDED  AND  NOT  AS  WE  SEEM  TO  BE  DRIFTING  FURTHER  AND  FURTHER  FROM  THE 
PROJECT  BEING  A  NATIONAL  PROBLEM,  BUT  ONE  THAT  IS  OF  BENEFIT  ONLY  TO  THOSE  WHO 
CAN  AFFORD  IT.  THOSE  WHO  CAN'T  PAY  THEIR  COST  SHARING  AMOUNT  CONTINUE  TO  SUFFER 
SEVERELY.  UNLESS  SOIE  RELIEF  OR  ALTERNATIVES  ARE  MADE  IN  THE  COST-SHARING 
ASPECTS  OF  SUCH  PROJECTS  AS  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  E^^XJECT,  THEN 
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PROJECTS  SUCH  AS  THIS  WILL  GO  UNCONSTRUCTED  AND  OUR  NATION  WILL  NOT  REALIZE  THE 
GREAT  BENEFITS  TO  BE  DERIVED.  WE  NEED  YOU  TO  HEAR  AND  INCORPORATE  OUR  DESIRES. 
AS  A  MATTER  OF  INFORMATION  FOR  YOU,  PRESIDENT  CLINTON,  WHO  WAS  THEN  GOVERNOR  OF 
THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS,  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  FINAL  REPORT  OF  THE  LOWER  MISSISSIPPI 
DELTA  ECONOMIC  COUNCIL,  ON  WHICH  HE  SERVED  AS  CHAIRMAN,  THAT  THERE  SHOULD  BE  A 
TEN  YEAR  MORATORIUM  ON  COST-SHARING  AND  ON  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  THROUGHOUT  THE 
ENTIRE  MISSISSIPPI  VALLEY.  WE  WOULD  HOPE  THAT  YOU  WILL  GIVE  SC»1E  CONSIDERATION 
TO  THAT  STATEMENT  AND  STRIVE  TO  MAKE  THAT  BECOME  A  REALITY.  CURRENT  POLICIES  ARE 
CAUSING  THE  LOCAL  RESIDENTS  TO  SUFFER  EACH  YEAR  AND  OUR  NATION  LOSES  VALUABLE 
LONG  LASTING  ASSETS. 

INCLUDED  IN  THE  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  IS  $10,000,000  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  WITHIN 
THE  ST.  FRANCIS  BASIN  PROJECT  IN  MISSOURI  AND  ARKANSAS.  THESE  AMOUNTS  ARE  EQUAL 
TO  THE  CORPS  CAPABILITIES  AND  WE  ASK  YOUR  SUPPORT  OF  ALL  OF  THE  ITEMS  COVERED  IN 
THIS  $10,000,000.  ALSO  INCLUDED  IN  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  PROJECT 
IS  $134,188,000  FOR  MAINTENANCE.  OF  THIS  AMOUNT  SOME  OF  THESE  DOLLARS  MUST  BE 
SPENT  IN  THE  ST.  FRANCIS  BASIN  PORTION  FOR  PROJECTS  THAT  REQUIRE  FEDERAL 
MAINTENANCE.  THESE  AMOUNTS  SHOULD  BE  ADEQUATE  TO  MEET  THE  NEEDS  OF  THE  LOCAL 
INTEREST  AND  ARE  WITHIN  THE  CORPS  CAPABILITIES. 

AS  YOU  ARE  AWARE  IN  1993  WE  EXPERIENCED  A  RECORD  CREST  ON  THE  MISSISSIPPI 
RIVER  AT  CAPE  GIRARDEAU,  MISSOURI  EXCEEDING  ALL  PAST  RECORDS  BY  IVK)  (2)  FEET. 
OUR  LEVEE  SYSTEM  HELD  AND  WAS  NEVER  IN  DANGER  OF  FAILING.  I  HAVE  NO  ESTIMATE  AS 
TO  THE  AMOUNTS  OF  DAMAGES  THAT  WERE  PREVENTED  FROM  THE  LEVEE  SYSTEM  WE  HAVE  AND 
MAINTAIN.  THE  RIVER  WAS  AT  FLOOD  STAGE  FOR  OVER  255  DAYS  DURING  1993  ON  THE  CAPE 
GIRARDEAU  GAGE  WITH  200  OF  THOSE  BEING  CONSECUTIVE.  THE  INVESTMENT  OF  FEDERAL 
MONIES  INTO  THE  LEVEE  SYSTEM  THAT  WE  MAINTAIN  CERTAINLY  REALIZED  BENEFITS  ONE 
HUNDRED  FOLD  THIS  PAST  YEAR.  THIS  JUST  POINTS  OUT  TO  US  THE  NEED  FOR  SUPPORT  OF 
CONGRESS  FOR  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  SUCH  PROJECTS  NOW  AND  THROUGHOUT  THE  ENTIRE 
MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN.  THE  FLOOD  WATERS  THAT  WE  RECEIVED  WERE  NOT  LOCAL  BUT 
WERE  FROM  THE  UPPER  STEM  AND  OTHER  TRIBUTARIES  INTO  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  FROM 
MANY  MANY  MILES  AWAY.  THIS  PROJECT  WAS  INITIATED  AND  DEEMED  TO  BE  A  NATIONAL 
PROBLEM  AND  IT  CONTINUES  TO  BE  A  NATIONAL  PROBLEM  AND  WILL  BE  SO  FOREVER. 
CONGRESS  AT  THE  INITIATION  OF  THIS  PROJECT  RECOGNIZED  IT  TO  BE  A  NATIONAL  PROBLEM 
AND  THE  FAILURES  WE  SAW  AND  THE  SUCCESSES  WE  WITNESSED  IN  1993  POINT  OUT  THE 
CONTINUED  NEED  FOR  THIS  PROJECT  TO  BE  COMPLETED  AND  TO  BE  COMPLETED  AS  SOON  AS 
POSSIBLE  WITH  FEDERAL  MONIES. 

TWO  ITEMS  THAT  CONTINUE  TO  CAUSE  US  PROBLEMS  ARE  LONG  STANDING  AND  ARE 
STILL  WITH  US  TODAY.  ONE  I  HAVE  ALREADY  MENTIONED  BRIEFLY  BUT  PLEASE  HEAR  ME 
FURTHER.  WE  ACCEPT  THIS  CONCEPT  OF  COST-SHARING  BUT  WE  STILL  DISAGREE  WITH  THE 
CRITERIA  BEING  USED  BY  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  IN  DETERMINING  THE  ABILITY  TO  PAY  BY 
LOCAL  INTEREST.  WE  BELIEVE  THE  CURRENT  CRITERIA  IGNORES  THE  INTENT  OF  CONGRESS 
AND  WE  WOULD  HOPE  THAT  THIS  CAN  BE  CHANGED. 

WE  ALSO  WISH  TO  RESTATE  OUR  STRONG  DESIRES  FOR  LEGISLATION  TO  BE  PASSED  TO 
EQUITABLY  PROVIDE  REGULATIONS  FOR  PRIVATE  LANDOWNERS  UPON  WHOSE  PROPERTY  NATURAL 
WETLANDS  EXIST.  WE  BELIEVE  THE  PRESENT  ACT  VIOLATES  THE  CONSTITUTIONAL  RIGHTS 
OF  PRIVATE  LANDOWNERS.  IT  TAKES  AWAY  THE  USES  OF  PRIVATE  LANDS  FROM  THE  OWNERS 
WITHOUT  JUST  COMPENSATION  AND  WITHOUT  HIM  BEING  A  WILLING  PARTICIPANT.  THIS 
NEEDS  TO  BE  CHANGED.  IF  THE  ADVOCATES  OF  THIS  REPORT  FEEL  AS  STRONGLY  ABOUT 
THEIR  MOVEMENT  AS  THEY  SEEMINGLY  DO  THEN  THEY  SHOULD  BE  WILLING  TO  PURCHASE  FROM 
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WILLING  SELLERS  THOSE  LANDS  AT  A  FAIR  MARKET  VALUE,  IF  NOT,  THEN  LET  THE  PRIVATE 
LANDOWNERS  CONTINUE  TO  USE,  DEVELOP  AND  UTILIZE  HIS  RESOURCES  FOR  HIS  PRIVATE 
PROPERTY  TO  HIS  BENEFIT  AND  GENERAL  WELFARE  UNLESS  THAT  USE  POSES  A  THREAT  TO  THE 
LIFE  OF  OTHERS.  ADDITIONALLY  WE  WANT  TO  EXPRESS  OUR  CONCERNS  OF  POLICY  CHANGES 
IN  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  FISCAL  YEAR  1996  BUDGET  FOR  THE  CIVIL  WORKS  PROGRAM  OF  THE 
ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS.  THIS  BUDGET  CONTAINS  POLICY  CHANGES  THAT,  IF 
IMPLEMENTED,  WILL  EFFECTIVELY  ELIMINATE  THE  FEDERAL  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROGRAM.  OUR 
DISTRICT,  THE  LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  VALLEY,  AND  OTHER  AREAS  ARE  DRASTICALLY  AFFECTED 
BY  THE  FLOOD  CONTROL  POLICY  OF  THIS  COUNTRY.  MANY  TIMES  WE  EXPERIENCE  FLOODS 
FROM  WATERS  THAT  ORIGINATE  SEVERAL  STATES  AWAY.  WE  HAVE  ALWAYS  MAINTAINED  THE 
FIRM  CONVICTION  THAT  FLOOD  CONTROL  IS  A  NATIONAL  PROBLEM,  AND  THEREFORE,  A 
FEDERAL  RESPONSIBILITY  THAT  SHOULD  CONTINUE  TO  BE  CARRIED  OUT  UNDER  POLICIES 
LEGISLATED  BY  THE  CONGRESS.  THE  DUTY  OF  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  IS  TO  HELP  SOLVE 
PROBLEMS  THAT  ARE  MULTI-STATE  AND  PARTICULARLY  PROBLEMS  SUCH  AS  FLOODING  THAT 
ARISE  OUT  OF  YOUR  STATE  OR  OUT  OF  YOUR  AREA,  AND  SOMETIMES  SEVERAL  STATES  AWAY. 

FLOOD  CONTROL  EXPENDITURES  IN  OUR  NATION  HAVE  PREVENTED  MORE  THAN  TEN  TIMES 
THE  DAMAGE  BY  FLOODS  THAN  THE  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES  COST.  I  AM  NOT  TALKING  ABOUT 
B/C  RATIOS,  I  AM  TALKING  ABOUT  ACTUAL  DOLLARS  SPENT  VERSUS  ACTUAL  DOLLARS  OF 
DAMAGE  PREVENTED. 

GREAT  CITIES  OF  THE  WORLD,  AS  WELL  AS  THE  UNITED  STATES,  WERE  ALL  BUILT  ON 
RIVERS  OR  HARBORS  IN  ORDER  TO  HAVE  ECONOMIC  TRANSPORTATION.  THIS  GREAT  NATION 
WITH  ITS  HIGHLY  DEVELOPED  AGRICULTORE  AND  INDUSTRIAL  STRENGTH,  VIVIDLY 
DEMONSTRATES  THE  SUCCESS  OF  CONCERTED  EFFORTS  MADE  BY  OUR  CONGRESSIONAL 
REPRESENTATION  AND  THE  ENGINEERING  SKILLS  OF  THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS. 

OUR  FEDERAL  PROGRAM  OF  FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  RIVER  DEVELOPMENT  MUST  GO  ON.  TO 
THINK  OF  ELIMINATING  THIS  IS  UNACCEPTABLE,  INCOMPREHENSIBLE,  AND  DEMONSTRATES  A 
LACK  OF  UNDERSTANDING  OF  THE  PROBLEMS  AND  CONCERNS  OF  THE  PEOPLE  THAT  RESIDE 
OUTSIDE  THE  BELTWAY.  FLOOD  CONTROL,  AS  WELL  AS  NAVIGATION,  IS  AN  INVESTMENT  THAT 
HAS  PAID  OFF  HANDSOMELY  FOR  OUR  COUNTRY.  THE  LONG  HISTORY  OF  THE  WORLD  PROVES 
THAT  WHEN  A  NATION  HESITATES  IN  ITS  INFRASTRUCTURE  DEVELOPMENT,  IT  THEN  BEGINS 
TO  SLIP  BACKWARD.  PLEASE  DO  NOT  ALLOW  THIS  POLICY  CHANGE  IF  FLOOD  CONTROL  THAT 
IS  CONTAINED  IN  THE  FISCAL  1996  BUDGET  FOR  THE  CIVIL  WORKS  OF  THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  TO  BE  IMPLEMENTED. 

THESE  PROPOSED  POLICY  CHANGES  REQUIRE  LEGISLATION  AND  IT  IS  OUR  HOPE  THESE 
CHANGES  WILL  NOT  BE  ENACTED.  IF  THEY  ARE,  MOST  IF  NOT  ALL  FLOOD  CONTROL  AND 
DRAINAGE  PROJECTS  IN  THE  LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  VALLEY  WILL  NEVER  BE  CONSTRUCTED  AND 
MANY  OF  THOSE  GREAT  PROJECTS  COMPLETED  WILL  NOT  BE  ADEQUATELY  MAINTAINED. 

I  APPRECIATE  YOUR  TIME  AND  SUPPORT  IN  THESE  MATTERS  AND  FOR  YOUR  PAST 
COURTESIES. 

RESP^FULLY  SUSMITTED; 

EXSCUtlVE  VICE-PRESIDfENT 
THeViTTLE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 
CAPE  GIRARDEAU,  MISSOURI 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
NEW  ORLEANS  AREA  PORTS  AND  WATERWAYS 

WITNESSES 

GEORGE  E.  DUFFY,  CHAIRMAN,  LOUISIANA  GOVERNOR'S  TASK  FORCE 
ON  MARITIME  INDUSTRY 

RON  BRINSON,  PRESIDENT,  PORT  OF  NEW  ORLEANS 

CHANNING  HAYDEN,  JR.,  PRESIDENT,  NEW  ORLEANS  STEAMSHIP  AS- 
SOCIATION 

JOHN  L.  LEVINE,  JR.,  PRESIDENT,  ASSOCIATED  BRANCH  PILOTS 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  reconvene.  We  are  pleased  to 
have  had  a  panel  of  three.  We  have  four  listed  here.  Greorge,  are 
you — who  is  going  to  be  the  spokesman  here? 

Mr.  Duffy.  I  will  be,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the 
record.  You  may  proceed  as  you  care  to.  You  have  15  minutes  to 
use  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Duffy.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is 
George  Duffy  and  I  am  Chairman  of  the  Governor's  Task  Force  on 
Maritime  Industry  for  the  State  of  Louisiana.  Accompanjdng  me  at 
the  table  today,  to  my  right  is  Mr.  Ron  Brinson,  President  and 
Chief  Executive  Officer  for  the  Port  of  New  Orleans  and  on  his 
right  Mr.  Channing  Hayden,  President  of  the  New  Orleans  Steam- 
ship Association.  Captain  Jack  Levine  from  the  Associated  Branch 
Pilots  is  supposed  to  join  us;  he  will  be  the  last  to  testify  if  he  gets 
here  in  time,  sir. 

Our  testimony  is  in  support  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
budget,  which  is  listed  and  broken  down  to  the  different  projects 
which  affect  the  Mississippi  River,  the  mouth  and  river  to  Baton 
Rouge;  the  Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet;  the  Intracoastal  Water- 
ways and  the  Locks  on  the  Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  which  are 
involved  in  the  project  of  banks  erosion  and  stabilization;  the  Red 
River  Waterway,  connecting  the  Mississippi  to  Shreveport,  Louisi- 
ana. And  these  are  the  projects  that  we  are  here  today  to  testify 
in  support  of  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers. 

The  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  accomplished  a 
very  fine  job  on  these  projects  over  the  years,  and  the  importance 
of  this  is  very  beneficial  to  the  foreign  commerce  and  trade  along 
the  Mississippi  River  in  New  Orleans,  which  enters  into  the 
heartlands  of  the  United  States. 

Three  hundred  ninety-nine  tons  of  cargo  flows  through  this  wa- 
terway system  on  a  yearly  basis.  This  is  20  percent  of  the  foreign 
commerce  that  is  transported  in  this  country  every  year.  The  im- 
portance of  keeping  this  waterway  open  to  both  deep-draft  vessels 
and  shallow-dr^  vessels  is  very  important  because  of  the  economic 
effect  it  has  on  our  foreign  trade. 

In  New  Orleans  alone,  the  grain  industry  has  over  nine  elevators 
which  supply  grain  to  the  world  through  the  Mississippi  River  and 
its  outlets.  TTie  grain  flows  from  the  inlands  to  our  elevators  by  wa- 
terbome  commerce  on  channels  which  are  maintained  by  the  Unit- 
ed States  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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Our  supporting  testimony  documents  the  various  projects  and 
the  needs  required  for  this  funding  to  maintain  these  waterways. 
The  projects  that  deserve  our  attention,  as  mentioned  earlier,  are 
involved  in  a  network  that  serves  232  miles  of  deep-draft  channel 
on  the  Mississippi  River,  over  85  miles  of  channel  of  36-foot  draft 
on  the  Mississippi-Gulf  Outlet,  and  the  waterway  of  the  12-foot 
draft  to  the  Red  River  tributaries  up  to  Shreveport,  which  is  the 
newest  addition  to  the  inland  waterway  systems  that  affect  the 
ports  of  Louisiana. 

I  would  like  at  this  time  to  turn  over  the  microphone  to  Mr.  J. 
Ron  Brinson,  President  of  the  Port  of  New  Orleans,  to  expound  on 
the  importance  of  this  to  the  Corps. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Duffy  follows:] 
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Summazy  of  testimony  of  G«org«  E.  Duffy,  Chalman  of  the  Governor's  Task 
Force  on  Heuritlme  Industry  before  the  House  Appropriations  Subcomnittee  on 
Energy  and  Water  Development  on  March  21,  1995  in  reference  to  the  following 
projects: 

1.  HI8SISBIPPI  p^YCT  gHIP  CBftWP^.  9m-r   TQ  PftTPH  RPTOg.  hh 
(COWSTRDCTION  GEWERM.) 

We  understand  that  sufficient  funds  are  currently  available  to  perform 
the  FY  96  work  on  the  saltwater  intrusion  mitigation  plan  and  to  perform 
design  studies  for  a  potential  phase  III  fifty-five  foot  channel. 

2.  yilBBjBBJvn   PTVER.  gftTQW  ROOgg  TP  TPE  gPI.y.  KXyWEMAKCg  PRgP9IM 

We  recommend  that  Congress  appropriate  $51,837,000  under  O&M  General  in 
FY  96  for  this  work. 

_3.   MIP8IB8I?PI  RIVER-GPLr  P?T^BT  (W-PP) .  HV.  WIHTENjVMCP  PREPGnfq 
',       We  recommend  Congress  appropriate  $12,054,000  in  FY  96  for  this  project. 

-*.    MI88ISBIPPI  RIVER-GPLF  ODTLET.  LA.  NEW  SHIP  LOCK 

We  recommend  the  Corps'  full  $3,200,000  capability  be  provided  in  FY  96 
construction  funds  proposed  for  the  IH-KC  New  Ship  Lock  which  are 
essential  to  the  completion  of  reevaluation  studies  and  initiation  of 
detailed  design  studies. 

5.  nlpsiSBlPpt  RTVER  ppTLETg  AT  VBNlcg.  LA 

We  recommend  approval  of  $1,645,000  for  FY  96  for  continued  maintenance 
of  these  critical  east-west  navigation  channels  (Baptists  Collette  and 
Grand  and  Tiger  Pass) . 

6.  INTRACOABTAL  WATERWAY  LOCKS.  LA  AND  MR-GO  BANK  EROBION 

We  urge  approval  of  GI  funds  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  for  FY  96  to 
address  the  need  for  and  the  timing  of  the  replacement  of  Bayou  Sorrel 
Lock  on  the  GIWW,  Morgan  City-to-Port  Allen  alternate  route.  These 
funds,  along  with  FY  95  carry-over  funds  in  the  amount  of  $170,000,  will 
be  used  to  continue  the  feasibility  study.  We  also  urge  the  approval  of 
$25,000  in  FY  96  funds,  which  along  with  $340,000  in  carry-over  funds, 
will  be  used  to  continue  the  feasibility  study  of  bank  erosion  along  the 
Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet. 

7.  RED  RIVER  WATERWAY.  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  TO  BHREVEPORT.  LA 

It  is  essential  that  completion  of  work  already  underway  on  this  project 
—  ultimately  to  result  in  stimulating  economic  growth  along  the  Red 
River  Basin  and  increase  cargo  movements  through  the  Port  of  New  Orleans 
be  funded.  We  recommend  appropriation  of  $16,673,000  for  FY  96  to 
provide  for  substantial  completion  of  this  vital  project  and  $9,714,000 
for  operations  and  maintenance. 
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Testimony  of  George  E.  Duffy,  Chairman  of  the  Governor's  Task  Force  on 
Maritime  Industry,  before  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 
Water  Development  on  Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 

Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  George  E.  Duffy,  Chairman  of  the  Governor's  Task  Force  on  Maritime 
Industry.  I  am  here  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  ports  on  the  lower 
Mississippi  River  and  the  maritime  interests  related  thereto  of  the  State  of 
Louisiema.  I  am  accompanied  here  at  the  table  by  Mr.  Ron  Brinson,  President 
and  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  Port  of  New 
Orleans;  Mr.  Channing  Hayden,  President  of  the  New  Orleans  Steamship 
Association;  Captain  John  Levine,  President  of  the  Associated  Branch  Pilots; 
«md  Captain  Mark  Delesdernier,  President  of  the  Crescent  River  Port  Pilots. 
In  addition,  I  would  like  to  ask  other  accompanying  members  of  our  delegation 
->  stand. 

The  Mississippi  River  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  Mile  232  AHP  is  a  45- 
foot  deep  channel.  The  District  Engineer  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  New  Orleans  District  recently  released  the  preliminary  Corps' 
cargo  tonnage  figures  for  consolidated  ports  of  South  Louisiana  for  1993. 
These  ports  are  those  that  maJceup  the  deepwater  ports  on  the  lower 
Mississippi  River  from  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  A  grand  total  of 
399  millions  tons  of  foreign  and  domestic  waterborne  commerce  moved  on  this 
232  miles  of  the  Mississippi  River  in  1993.  The  deepening  of  the  Mississippi 
River  several  years  ago  certainly  was  a  factor  in  the  deepwater  ports  on  the 
lower  Mississippi  River  improving  their  tonnage  statistics.  Thanks  to 
Congress  and  the  efforts  of  the  New  Orleans  District,  we  feel  that  we  now  are 
in  a  more  competitive  position  with  the  import/export  bulk  ports  of  the 
world.  That  position  of  strength  in  trade  is  essential  to  our  nation's  very 
well-being  when  one  considers  that  foreign  trade  has  been,  and  continues  to 
this  day,  a  sustaining  force  behind  our  country's  growth.  Ninety-one  percent 
of  oxur  foreign  merchandise  trade  by  volume  -  and  two-thirds  of  it  by  value  - 
moves  in  ships.  With  20.8  percent  of  the  nation's  foreign  waterborne 
commerce  passing  through  the  ports  of  Louisiana,  the  State  of  Louisiana  has 
had  a  profound  influence  on  employment,  plant  construction  and  access  to 
worldwide  markets. 

We  believe  our  Louisiana  ports  have  a  distinct  advantage  in  access  to 
-foreign  markets  at  competitive  transportation  costs.  In  order  to  handle  the 
•iiAterborne  commerce,  hundreds  of  barge  lines  serve  our  nation's  inland 
:^aterways.   In  the  lower  Mississippi  River  region,  over  100,000  barges  pass 
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'-hrougb  the  Port  of  New  Orleans  annually,  handling  the  waterborne  cosunerce  of 
e  area.  To  carry  the  cargo  between  New  Orleans  and  its  trading  partners 
..iroughout  the  world  -  serving,  for  example,  nore  than  150  countries  - 
approximately  2,500  vessels,  operated  by  more  than  75  steamship  lines,  call 
at  the  port  in  a  year's  tljae.  These  trading  peurtners  and  percentages  of 
trade  are  Europe  (27.8  percent),  Latin  America  (32.5  percent),  Asia  (30.7 
percent)  and  Africa  (7.3  percent). 

It  is  undeniable  that  the  New  Orleans  area  plays  a  vital  role  in 
international  commerce  of  this  nation.  In  1993,  the  lower  Mississippi  River 
(Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico)  handled  179.3  million  tons  of  foreign 
waterborne  commerce.  Worth  $27.3  billion,  this  cargo  represented  nearly  18.1 
percent  of  the  nation's  international  waterborne  trade.  Bulk  cargo  accounted 
for  94  percent  of  this  volume,  primarily  the  result  of  tremendous  grain  and 
animal  feed  exports  and  petroleum  Imports.  More  specifically,  over  45.7 
million  tons  of  grain  coming  from  17  states  and  representing  49.1  percent  of 
all  U.S.  grain  exports  entered  the  world  mar)cet  via  the  10  grain  elevators 
and  midstream  transfer  capabilities  on  the  lower  Mississippi  River.  This 
same  port  complex  received  55  million  short  tons  of  petroleum  and  petroleum 
products  in  1993,  approximately  13.9  percent  of  the  U.S.  waterborne  imports 
of  petroleum  products. 

Also  in  1993,  public  and  private  facilities  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  the  Port  of  New  Orleans  handled  47.8  million 
tons  of  foreign  cargo  worth  $11.7  billion  (included  in  lower  Mississippi 
iU.ver  statistics).  Of  this  amount,  general  cargo  tonnage  totalled  7.6 
llion  tons  (major  commodities:  iron  and  steel  products,  rice,  paper 
.-oducts,  coffee  and  crude  rubber) .  Although  the  volume  of  bulk  cargo 
statistically  dwarfs  the  amount  of  general  cargo  handled,  the  significance  of 
the  port  in  the  movement  of  general  cargo  should  not  be  overlooked.  The  Port 
of  New  Orleans  consistently  ranks  In  the  top  seven  general  cargo  ports  in  the 
country.  Furthermore,  per  ton,  general  cargo  Is  very  valuable  to  the 
community  as  it  produces  a  greater  local  economic  benefit  than  does  bulk 
cargo. 

While  the  port's  foreign  market  is  worldwide,  its  domestic  market  is 
primarily  mid-America,  the  heartland  of  the  United  States.  This  heartlzuid 
region  currently  produces  60  percent  of  the  nation's  agricultural  products, 
1/2  of  all  of  its  manufactured  goods,  and  90  percent  of  the  country's 
machinery  and  transportation  equipment.  Waterborne  commerce  from  this  region 
is  projected  to  reach  800  million  tons  by  the  year  2000. 

Essential  to  our  national  economy  is  the  continued  growth  and 
development  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River  regional  complex.  Most  major 
trading  nations  of  the  world  have  deep  draft  ports  2md  are  in  the  process  of 
developing  more.  With  the  passage  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of 
1986,  United  States  ports  are  on  the  way  to  becoming  more  competitive  in  the 
world  marketplace. 

By  the  end  of  December  1988,  the  Corps  had  completed  the  initial 
construction  dredging  of  the  45-foot  channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  Mile 
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181  AHP,  thereby  captu-ing  the  jaajority  of  estimated  benefits  attributed  to 
"le  deeper  channel.  In  fact,  nine  of  the  ten  active  grain  elevators  and  four 

v,^ floating  grain  elevators  that  serve  the  vast  mid-Ainerican,  agricultural 

ninterlemd  are  reasonable  assured  of  a  minimua  safe  channel  depth  of  45-feet. 
Remaining  yet  for  total  first  phase  completion  of  the  project  are  the  project 
mitigation  features.  We  understand  that  funds  are  currently  available  for 
the  Fiscal  Yeeur  1996  work.  We  virge  continued  support  for  this  effort  which 
is  part  of  approximately  $15  million  in  payments  to  the  State  of  Louisiana  to 
construct  a  pipeline  and  pumping  stations  for  delivering  potable  fresh  water 
to  communities  affected  by  saltwater  intrusion.  The  State  of  Louisiana 
signed  the  agreement  in  May,  1993  which  relieves  the  Corps  from  the 
responsibility  for  barging  fresh  water  to  the  parish  every  year.  The  Local 
Cooperation  Agreement  for  phase  two  dredging  of  the  river  to  45  feet  from 
Mile  181  to  Mile  232  was  signed  in  September,  1993  allowing  construction  to 
go  forward.  This  important  project  was  completed  in  December  1994.  We  urge 
the  Corps  to  proceed  with  design  studies  for  Phase  III  which  will  allow  us  to 
proceed  with  the  further  deepening  of  the  river  to  the  55  foot  authorized 
depth. 

In  1993,  the  Port  of  Baton  Rouge  handled  85.1  million  tons  to  retain  its 
position  as  the  fifth  largest  port  in  the  nation.  Most  ports  on  the  lower 
Mississippi  River  are  dependent  upon  timely  and  adequate  dredging  of  the 
Southwest  Pass  to  provide  access  to  the  Gulf.  Judging  from  past  experiences 
with  spring  thaws  bringing  higher  river  stages  and  higher  rates  of  siltation, 
we  urge  Congress  to  appropriate  the  Corps'  full  capability  of  $51,837,000 
under  O&M  General  for  maintenance  of  the  45-foot  project  channel  which 
—  rovides  deep  draft  access  to  the  deep  draft  ports  on  the  lower  Mississippi 
i.ver  from  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf.  This  funding  includes  monies  for  both 
dredging  and  repairs  to  foreshore  dikes,  marsh  creation  and  bank  nourishment. 

We  are  equally  concerned  with  maintaining  adequate  depths  and  ch2mnel 
widths  in  the  Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet  Channel.  The  MR-GO  handles  cargo 
volumes  equivalent  to  all  the  general  cargo  moved  via  the  Port  of  Mobile; 
moves  as  much  general  cargo  as  all  other  East  Gulf  Ports  combined,  excluding 
Mobile;  is  responsible  for  86  percent  of  all  container  cargo  in  the  State  of 
Louisiana;  and  generates  an  annual  economic  impact  of  well  over  a  billion 
dolleurs.  We  recommend  the  appropriation  of  the  full  Corps'  capability  of 
$12,054,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  for  this  project.  This  will  permit  annual 
maintenance  dredging.  This  project  also  provides  deep  draft  access  to  the 
Port  of  New  Orleans.  Incidentally,  in  1993  the  543  general  cargo  vessels 
calling  on  the  MR-GO  Tidewater  facilities  accounted  for  37.3  percent  of  the 
general  czurgo  tonnage  handled  over  public  facilities  at  the  Port  of  New 
Orleans . 

We  recommend  the  Corps'  full  $3,200,000  capability  in  Fiscal  Year  1996 
construction  funds  proposed  for  the  IH-NC  New  Ship  Lock  which  are  essential 
to  the  completion  of  reevaluation  studies  and  initiation  of  detailed  design 
studies . 

The  operation  and  maintenance  features  of  the  Mississippi  River  Outlets 
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nt  Venice,  Loulsizma  are  fundamental  in  providing  safe  and  essential  offshore 
ipport  access  to  energy-related  industries.  In  addition  to  routine  traffic, 
aptiste  Collette  Bayou  is  occasionally  used  by  shallow  draft  vessels  as  an 
alternate  route  between  the  MR-GO  and  the  Mississippi  River.  We  strongly 
recommend  approval  of  $1,645,000  for  the  continued  maintenance  of  these 
critical  east-west  navigation  channels,  Baptiste  Collette  and  Grand  and  Tiger 
Pass. 

We  urge  approval  of  GI  funds  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  for  FY  96  to 
address  the  need  for  and  the  timing  of  the  replacement  of  Bayou  Sorrel  Lock 
on  the  GIWW,  Morgan  Clty-to-Port  Allen  alternate  route.  These  funds,  along 
with  FY  95  c2u:ry-over  funds  in  the  amount  of  $170,000,  will  be  used  to 
continue  the  feasibility  study.  We  also  urge  the  approval  of  $25,000  In  FY 
96  funds,  which  along  with  $340,000  in  carry-over  funds,  will  be  used  to 
continue  the  feasibility  study  of  bank  erosion  along  the  Mississippi  River- 
Gulf  Outlet. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  speak  to  one  more  project  that  deserves  our 
attention;  that  is,  the  Red  River  Waterway,  Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport, 
Louisiana  Project,  providing  for  236  miles  of  navigation  improvements,  225 
miles  of  channel  stabilization  works,  and  various  recreational  facilities. 
It  Is  essential  that  completion  of  work  already  underway  —  ultimately  to 
result  in  stimulating  economic  growth  along  the  Red  River  Basin  and  Increase 
cargo  movements  through  the  deepwater  ports  on  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  be 
funded.  We  recommend  appropriation  of  $16,673,000  of  construction  funds  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996  to  provide  for  substantial  completion  of  this  vital  project 
-id  $9,714,000  for  operations  and  maintenance  be  provided. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  statement  and  I  thank  you. 

I  will  be  followed  by  Mr.  Ron  Brinson,  president  and  Chief  Executive 
Officer  of  the  Port  of  New  Orleans,  Mr.  Channing  Hayden,  President  of  the  New 
Orleans  Steamship  Association;  Captain  John  Levine,  President  of  the 
Associated  Branch  Pilots;  and  Captain  Mark  Delesdernier,  President  of  the 
Crescent  River  Port  Pilots. 
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LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER 

FOREIGN  WATERBORNE  COMMERCE 
CALENDAR  YEAR  1993 


Latin  America 
28.9%  Europe 
Other    25.4%, 
0.4% 
Africa 
11.0% 


Dollar  Value 
By  World  Area 


Latin  America 
30.9% 


Dollar  Vglug  (mHlions) 

Principal  Countries: 
Japan 

$  3,118 
Venezuela 

1,700 
Mexico 

1,483 
Netherlands 

1.416 
Saudi  Arabia 

1,053 
All  Others 

18,514 
Total  $  27.284 


Tonnage  (OOQ's  of  short  tons) 

Principal  Countries: 
Japan 

22,719 
Venezuela 

16,770 
Mexico 

14.055 
Saudi  Arabia 

9.917 
Netherlands 

7,938 
All  Others 

107,718 
Total  179,117 


SOURCE:    U.S.  D«pl.  of  Commorc* 
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MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  GULF  OUTLET 

CALENDAR  YEARS  1975  -  1993 
BULK  AND  GENERAL  CARGO  TONNAGE 


SHORT  TONS  (Millions) 


75  76  77  78  79  80  81  82  83  84  86  86  87  88  89  90  91  92  93 
CALENDAR  YEARS 

Source:     U.S.  Army  Corp*  of  Engineer* 

Mississippi  River  Gulf  Outlet 

Facts  and  Comparisons 


*  Responsible  for  nearly  three  million  tons  of 
international  general  cargo. 

*  Represents  almost  40%  of  the  total  general  cargo 
of  the  Port  of  New  Orleans. 

*  Handles  cargo  volumes  equal  to  all  the  general 
cargo  moved  via  the  Port  of  Mobile. 

*  Responsible  for  86%  of  all  the  container  cargo  in 
the  State  of  Louisiana. 

*  Moves  as  much  general  cargo  as  all  other  East 
Gulf  ports  combined,  excluding  Mobile. 


348 


_l  cc 


3 

o 


S^ 


3^ 

Odc 

QC  CD 
LJJ  QC 


> 

DC 

K 
a. 

CO 
CO 

CO 
CO 


HI 


O 

H 
CO 


o 

cc 

Q. 


Q 
O 


O 
O 


O 

o 

=1 


O  O 
COO. 


349 

Mr.  Brinson.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  our  job  each  year  is  to 
come  and  document  and  promote  the  importance  of  the  naviga- 
tional capacities  of  the  great  Mississippi  River.  And  every  year  we 
do  that,  and  every  year  we  are  reminded  that  that  river  is  the 
greatest  commercial  artery  in  the  world. 

We  come  and  we  ask  that  this  committee  and  Congress  support 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  that  we  assure  that  the  river  will  be 
maintained  as  navigable  for  all  the  vessels  that  want  to  use  it.  But 
I  would  like  to  remind  the  committee  that  we  see  this  very  much 
as  a  partnership.  In  Louisiana,  just  now,  public  port  authorities  en- 
abled by  the  State  have  committed  to  $300  million  of  capital  invest- 
ments for  the  handling  of  ships  and  cargoes.  That  is  $300  million. 
Now,  this  is  not  just  for  the  benefit  of  Louisiana,  although  I  will 
tell  you  that  we  are  attracted  by  the  economic  benefits  attending 
such  investments.  The  fact  is  that  most  of  the  commerce  that  flows 
through  these  ports  and  through  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  sys- 
tem come  from  other  States. 

Eighteen  States  use  this  waterway  on  a  regular  basis.  It  is  com- 
mercially— commercially  vital  to  the  well-being,  of  our  country,  and 
it  is  very,  very  important  to  our  State.  So  the  context  that  I  would 
like  to  promote  today  is  one  of  partnership. 

As  we  think  about  the  evolving  role  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers — 
and  we  know  that  is  an  issue  that  both  the  Clinton  administration 
and  Congress  are  and  will  be  addressing — as  we  think  about  some 
of  the  fiscal  policies  that  must  be  addressed,  we  would  certainly 
hope  that  the  importance,  the  vital  nature  of  the  Lower  Mississippi 
River  will  not  be  overlooked  in  terms  of  the  Federal  support  role, 
and  also  the  partnership  role  that  has  given  basis  for  the  tremen- 
dous port  system  that  is  now  present  on  the  Lower  Mississippi 
River. 

At  my  Port  Authority  alone,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  committed 
to  a  program  of  $230  million.  We  have  already  spent  half  of  that, 
and  the  rest  of  the  program  will  be  developed  on  time  and  within 
budget.  This  is  in  anticipation  of  the  demand  curve  that  we  will  see 
evolving  throughout  this  decade  and  certainly  as  we  enter  into  the 
next  century,  an  important  imperative  in  terms  of  the  economic 
well-being  of  our  country  and  certainly  our  port  system  in  Louisi- 
ana. 

Mr.  Hayden.  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Channing  Hayden,  President  of  the  New  Orleans  Steam- 
ship Association.  We  support  the  statements  of  the  Governor's  Task 
Force  and  the  Port  of  New  Orleans.  In  an  effort  to  be  brief,  I  would 
like  to  focus  on  a  way  to  use  Corps  budgeted  funds  more  effectively. 

We  believe  that  the  Corps  should  have  authorized  to  do  some 
worthwhile  projects  within  the  district,  the  New  Orleans  district, 
within  whatever  available  funding  you  make — ^you  give  to  them.  As 
I  point  out  these  projects,  I  would  like  you  to  recognize  two  things. 
Most  of  them  have  dual  purposes,  they  are  both  navigation  and  en- 
vironmentally beneficial,  and  in  most  cases  these  are  anticipatory. 
These  are  things  we  can  do  now  if  the  funds  were  available  that 
will  perhaps  reduce  dredging  costs  in  the  future;  and  we  would  rec- 
ommend to  you  the  following  five  projects  for  your  consideration: 
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To  preserve  wetlands  and  minimize  future  dredging  cost,  sta- 
bilize the  north  bank  of  the  MRGO  with  rip-rap  or  similar  hard- 
ened material; 

To  create  and  enhance  wetlands,  mine  sediment  from  Pass  A 
Loutre  and  the  Pilottown  Anchorage.  Each  800,000  cubic  yards  of 
material  creates  115  acres  of  wetlands  and  enhances  256  more.  In 
the  process,  much-needed  Pilottown  Anchorage  at  fog-prone  Head 
of  Passes  would  be  dredged  to  accommodate  the  increasing  number 
of  deeply  laden  ships  attracted  by  the  45-foot  channel. 

To  protect  the  channel's  project  dimensions  from  rapid  shoaling 
during  high  water  and  prevent  draft  restrictions,  we  recommend 
advance  dredging  and  a  two-foot  overdraft,  or  such  other  overdraft 
as  the  Corps  determines  most  effective. 

We  recommend  to  you,  the  Corps  be  allowed  to  conduct  research 
studies  on  prototype  dredging  techniques.  This  experimental  dredg- 
ing would  not  substitute  for  routine  dredging,  but  would  allow  for 
such  things  as  testing  dustpan  dredges  and  the  new  private  dredge 
BEACHBUILDER,  and  to  assure  adequate  flood  protection,  the 
levee  revetments  have  reduced  the  number  and  size  of  available 
deep-draft  anchorages.  We  recommend  to  you  that,  to  mitigate  this 
encroachment,  the  Corps  be  authorized  to  conduct  and  maintain — 
construct  and  maintain  new  anchorages  to  accommodate  the  deep- 
draft  ships. 

As  I  said  earlier,  this  won't  cost  one  extra  Federal  penny.  This 
would  all  be  done  within  whatever  available  funds  you  make  to  the 
Corps.  And  we  strongly  urge  your  support  for  these  projects.  And 
that  concludes  my  statement. 

If  there  are  any  questions,  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  them. 
Thank  you  for  having  me  today. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hayden  follows:] 
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Summary  of  testimony  of  Channing  Hayden,  President  of  the  New  Orleans 
Steamship  Association,  before  the  House  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations,  at  2:45  p.m.,  Tuesday,  March  21,  1995,  in 
reference  to  the  projects  of  public  interest  on  the  Lower  Mississippi  River 
from  its  mouth  to  Baton  Rouge. 

1.  MISSISSIPPI   RIVER   SHIP   CHANNEL. GULF   TO   BATON   ROUGE. LOUISIANA 

fCONSTRVCHON  GENERftfc) 

We  recommend  continuation  of  the  work  on  the  saltwater  intrusion 
mitigation  plan  and  the  design  studies  for  Phase  III  of  the  55-foot 
channel.  We  understand  that  funding  is  available  to  perform  both  tasks. 

2.  CHANNEL  STABILIZATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  DREDGING  OF  SOUTHWEST  PASS  AND 
MAINTENANCE  DREDGING  OF  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  FROM  BATON  ROUGE  TO  THE 
GULF 

We  urge  appropriation  of  $51,837,000  under  OSM  General  in  FY96  to  permit 
dredging  and  dike  maintenance  work. 

3.  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER-GULF  OUTLET  MAINTENANCE  DREDGING  AND  BANK  EROSION 
We  urge  the  appropriation  of  $12,054,000  (the  Corps'  full  capability)  to 
allow  critical  jetty  repair  and  $25,000,  along  with  $340,000  carried 
over  from  FY95,  will  be  used  to  continue  the  feasibility  phase  of  a  bank 
erosion/riprap  study. 

4.  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER-GULF  OUTLET.  LOUISIANA.  NEW  SHIP  LOCK 

We  recommend  the  Corps'  full  $3,200,000  capability  in  FY96  construction 
funds  proposed  for  the  IH-NC  New  Ship  Lock  which  are  essential  to  the 
completion  of  local  reevaluation  studies  and  initiation  of  detailed 
design  studies. 

5.  REP   RIVgR  WATERWAY.    HJjgSJjgglPPI    RIVgR  TO   SHRPVEPORT.    IfiUlSlAffh 

It  is  essential  that  completion  of  work  already  underway  on  this 
project  —  ultimately  to  result  in  stimulating  economic  growth  along  the 
Red  River  Basin  and  increase  cargo  movements  through  the  Port  of  New 
Orleans  —  be  funded.  We  strongly  recommend  appropriation  of 
$16,673,000  for  FY96  to  provide  for  substantial  completion  of  this  vital 
project  and  $9,714,000  for  OSM. 
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Testimony  of  Channing  Hayden,  President  of  the  New  Orleans 
Steamship  Association,  before  the  House  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations,  at  2:45  p.m.,  Tuesday, 
March  21,  1995,  in  reference  to  the  projects  of  public  interest  on 
the  Lower  Mississippi  River  from  its  mouth  to  Baton  Rouge. 

Mr.  Chairman: 

My  name  is  Channing  Hayden.  I  am  President  of  the  New  Orleans 
Steamship  Association.  Our  membership,  of  some  60  steamship 
owners,  operators,  agents  and  stevedores  operating  on  the  Lower 
Mississippi  River  from  the  Gulf  to  Baton  Rouge,  represents  hundreds 
of  shipowners  and  thousands  of  ships  in  international  commerce.  We 
endorse  the  statements  made  today  by  the  Governor's  Task  Force  on 
Maritime  Industry,  the  Associated  Branch  Pilots,  and  the  Crescent 
River  Pilots.  The  projects  we  all  support  impact  the  nation  in 
jobs  and  the  country's  ability  to  compete  in  world  markets.  They 
should  be  funded  as  noted  in  our  summary. 

Channel  stabilization  and  maintenance  dredging  in  Southwest 
Pass  are  critical  to  keep  project  draft.  Project  draft  ensures  the 
Mississippi  River's  deep-water  ports  will  handle  the  country's 
foreign  waterborne  commerce  in  the  most  cost-effective  way 
possible. 

For  years  we  have  urged  this  Committee  to  provide  funds  to 
maintain  project  draft  at  Southwest  Pass.  You  have  responded,  and 
your  wisdom  has  benefitted  the  entire  American  heartland  served  by 
the  Mississippi  River  System.  Southwest  Pass  was  greatly 
restricted  throughout  the  '70s.  From  1970  to  1975  the  channel  was 
at  less  than  project  draft  46  percent  of  the  time.  In  1973  and 
1974  the  channel  was  below  the  40-foot  project  draft  70  percent  of 
the  time.  During  some  periods,  drafts  were  limited  to  31  feet. 
Fortunately,  those  conditions  have  not  recurred  because  of  a 
combination  of  factors:  your  help  and  the  constant  vigilance  of 
the  Pilots,  the  Corps,  and  the  maritime  community.  During  the 
1980s  and  1990s,  we  have  operated  at  or  above  project  draft  more 
often  than  not.   The  funding  you  provided  was  money  well  spent. 


Our  aSrd  Taar  Barring  the  Marltlaa  Industry   1912-199S 
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The  repairs  to  the  jetties  and  dikes  and  the  Corps'  ability  to 
rapidly  respond  to  shoaling  have  been  instrumental  in  maintaining 
project.  Five  years  ago  we  reported  to  you  serious  shoaling  and 
groundings,  lasting  from  February  to  May  and  costing  our  industry 
some  $28  million — plus  an  immeasurable  loss  of  confidence  in  draft 
stability.  Since  that  time,  we  have  been  generally  at  or  above 
project  draft. 

The  Pilots  have  taken  advantage  of  tidal  flows  and  other 
factors  to  recommend  the  maximum  draft  possible  consistent  with 
navigational  safety.  Four  years  ago  we  set  a  new  record  with  draft 
recommendations  of  49  feet  for  vessels  under  100,000  deadweight 
tons  and  48  feet  for  those  over  100,000  deadweight  tons,  an  eight- 
to  nine-foot  improvement  over  the  old  40-foot  project  draft  and 
four  to  five  feet  over  the  authorized  project.  Twelve  inches  to  a 
large  vessel  with  a  loading  capacity  of  2  50  tons  per  inch  is  an 
additional  3,000  tons  of  cargo.  Freight  rates  to  the  Far  East  are 
around  $15.00  per  ton  and  about  $30.00  a  ton  to  Europe.  Using  an 
average  rate  of  $22.50,  each  foot  of  draft  represents  an  additional 
$67,500  in  vessel  revenue,  or  $540,000  for  eight  additional  feet. 
It  also  represents  additional  sales  of  U.S.  products  and  increased 
competitiveness  for  those  products  on  the  world  market.  Industry's 
partnership  with  you  has  kept  Mississippi  River  ports  competitive. 
The  current  draft  at  Southwest  Pass  is  47  or  48  feet,  depending  on 
the  size  of  the  ship  —  still  above  the  authorized  project. 

The  funds  we  are  requesting  for  maintenance  dredging  and  other 
works  are  essential  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  maintain  a 
reliable  channel  and  allow  them  to  speedily  respond  to  potential 
problems.  This  builds  the  confidence  of  the  bulk  trade  in  a 
reliable  draft  on  the  Mississippi  River,  which  is  critically 
important.  Much  of  Louisiana's  bulk  trade  is  export  agricultural 
products  and  coal.  These  export  commodities  are  neither  captive  to 
Louisiana  nor  the  United  States  if  they  can  be  shipped  from 
competing  countries  at  a  consistently  lower  cost. 

But  the  deeper  the  channel,  the  more  important  channel 
stabilization  is.  By  ensuring  adequate  channel  stabilization  work, 
the  maintenance  cost  of  the  deeper  channel  is  minimized.  If 
recurring  maintenance  dredging  can  be  minimized  by  investing  in 
stabilization,  then  the  investment  is  cost  effective.  The  faster 
the  45-foot  project  is  stabilized,  the  faster  and  greater  the 
benefits  of  reduced  O&M  costs  will  be  realized. 

Funds  are  also  needed  for  dustpan  dredges  to  work  the 
crossings  above  New  Orleans.  These  crossings  control  the  draft  to 
eight  of  our  ten  major  grain  elevators,  plus  many  mid-stream 
loading  facilities.  This  area  caters  to  the  bulk  trade  and  must 
have  a  stable  channel  depth  that  coincides  with  the  depth  at 
Southwest  Pass.  Only  two  dredges  in  the  world  are  available  to 
maintain  the  deep-draft  crossings  between  New  Orleans  and  Baton 
Rouge.  One  to  two  more  are  needed  to  reliably  maintain  the  new 
45-foot  channel  above  New  Orleans. 
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The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  studying  the  meOceup  of  their 
"minimum  fleet" — the  number  of  dredges  the  Corps  owns  and  operates. 
Corps-ovmed  dredges  working  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  are  the 
hopper  dredges  WHEELER  and  MACFARLAND,  and  the  dustpan  dredge 
JADWIN.  The  WHEELER  and  MACFARLAND  provide  a  much-needed  capacity 
and  immediate  response  to  keep  Southwest  Pass  opened,  especially 
when  the  river  is  abnormally  high.  To  reduce  government  hopper 
dredges  may  drastically  diminish  the  Corps'  ability  to  maintain 
reliable  project  dimensions  and  adversely  affect  our  country's 
standing  in  world  bulk  markets.  The  JADWIN  is  one  of  two  dustpan 
dredges  in  the  world  capable  of  working  the  crossings  between  New 
Orleans  and  Baton  Rouge.  The  loss  of  this  dredge  could  close  the 
upper  river  to  deep-draft  ships,  causing  serious  economic 
repercussions . 

For  all  of  the  above  reasons,  we  request  full  funding  for  the 
mitigation  features  of  the  45-foot  project  and  for  O&M  General. 

Last  year  the  Corps  completed  the  45-foot  deep  channel  to  the 
Port  of  Baton  Rouge.  It  eliminates  past  problems  of  different 
loading  criteria  for  the  ports  on  the  Lower  Mississippi  River. 
Proper  maintenance  will  now  provide  for  draft  uniformity  and  avoid 
confusion  to  foreign  shippers  and  ocean  carriers  when  negotiating 
charters.  This  will  provide  a  better  posture  to  promote  U.S. 
export  trade  through  Louisiana,  and  adequate  federal  maintenance 
funds  to  keep  the  channel  open  must  be  available. 

The  growth  of  the  Port  of  New  Orleans  depends,  in  large 
measure,  on  the  Port's  container  and  other  facilities  on  the 
Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet.  This  channel  has  been  severely 
restricted  in  depth  and  width.  The  funds  you  have  provided  have 
allowed  the  Corps  to  improve  the  channel  considerably.  Despite  the 
Corps'  best  efforts,  the  channel  width  is  still  limited  primarily 
because  of  erosion.  This  seaway  has  a  project  depth  of  36  feet. 
For  safety  reasons  in  this  narrow  channel,  restrictions  apply  to 
vessels  with  a  draft  of  30  feet  or  more.  Such  vessels  cannot  meet 
or  pass  in  certain  areas  of  this  channel,  causing  delays  to  the 
tightly  scheduled  container  traffic  using  the  Mississippi  River- 
Gulf  Outlet.  These  specialty  vessels  serving  the  Port's  facilities 
are  becoming  larger.  This  channel,  with  less  than  stable  full 
project  dimensions,  causes  problems  for  larger  vessels,  reducing 
our  ability  to  grow  with  the  trade. 

To  improve  safety  on  the  Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet,  we 
request  Congress  appropriate  the  Corps'  full  capability  for  the 
Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet.  In  addition,  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
transit  restrictions  and  delays,  holding  areas  should  be  dredged  so 
large  ships  can  transit  without  closing  the  channel  to  other 
traffic.  There  is  also  the  need  to  resolve  the  bank  erosion 
problem  in  this  channel.  This  could  reduce  cost  over  the  long 
haul,  enhance  safety,  and  be  environmentally  beneficial.  We  urge 
approval  of  the  Corps'  full  capability  in  GI  funds  for  a 
Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet  bank  erosion/riprap  study. 
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With  facilities  located  on  both  the  Mississippi  River-Gulf 
Outlet  and  the  Mississippi  River,  an  adequate  route  between  the  two 
Is  essential  for  efficient  transit  between  these  facilities.  The 
shortest  route  is  an  inefficient,  antiquated  lock  built  in  the 
1920s  with  a  width  of  75  feet  and  limited  to  a  depth  of  30  feet. 
Its  naximuin  capacity  has  long  been  exceeded.  The  average  waiting 
time  for  passage  through  the  lock  has  increased  from  S's  hours  in 
1985  to  about  12  hours  at  present;  however,  I  am  personally  aware 
of  waiting  time  of  more  than  a  day  in  some  instances. 

A  much  larger  ship  lock  is  necessary  to  accommodate  today's 
traffic.  We  urge  that  Congress  provide  the  Corps'  full  capability 
for  this  project.  This  is  important  if  this  project  is  to  be 
completed.  Any  delays  are  unthinkable  since  the  new  lock  is  long 
overdue . 

The  Red  River  Waterway,  Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport, 
Louisiana,  Project  is  directly  related  to  our  Port.  The 
continuation  and  completion  of  this  work  will  stimulate  the  economy 
all  along  the  Red  River  Basin  with  jobs  and  additional 
international  trade.  This  stimulated  trade  will  service  the  Port 
of  Shreveport  and  the  ports  on  the  Lower  Mississippi  River, 
providing  needed  growth  and  benefitting  the  states  of  Louisiana, 
Texas,  Oklahoma,  and  Arkansas,  which  are  served  through  the 
Shreveport  distribution  center. 

Thank  you.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you 
today. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  have  another  witness? 

Mr.  Duffy.  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  What  I  would  like  to  do  at  this 
time,  since  Captain  Levine  is  not  here,  in  closing,  we  have  a  num- 
ber of  maritime  individuals  who  are  involved  in  our  industry.  We 
have  representatives  of  the  coal  industry  and  grain  industry  and 
port  and  parish  government  that  accompanied  us  to  Washington.  I 
would  like,  with  the  Chairman's  permission,  to  ask  them  to  stand, 
and  we  have  their  names  to  be  submitted  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Please  put  those  in  the  record.  If  you  would  stand 
at  this  point,  the  supporting  cast  here.  Welcome. 

Mr.  Duffy.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  have  questions,  or  Mr.  Bevill 
or  other  Members  of  the  committee,  we  would  be  happy  to  answer 
them. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  wetlands  issue  has  been  a  serious  question  in 
recent  years,  especially  the  loss  of  the  wetlands.  Now,  you  say,  the 
mitigation,  you  are  correcting  that,  and  that  will  be  corrected 
through  the  years,  getting  back  the  acreage  that  has  been  lost? 

Mr.  Duffy.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  In  fact,  we  have  a  number  of 
projects  that  have  already  accomplished  that.  On  the  Mississippi 
River-Gulf  Outlet,  which  is  a  36-foot  channel  that  runs  parallel  to 
the  Mississippi  River  from  the  City  of  New  Orleans  to  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico,  there  are  areas  in  there  where  rock  dike  restoration  has 
been  placed  along  the  banks  for  stabilization,  and  the  dredging  ma- 
terials have  been  pumped  back  in  to  restore  the  wetlands  behind 
them. 

There  are  projects  we  are  working  on  on  diversions  of  the  mud 
and  silt  that  is  coming  down  the  rivers  and  to  stabilize  the  rest  of 
the  wet  banks  on  both  sides  of  the  Mississippi  River  for  utilization 
of  this  material. 

Mr.  Myers.  There  was  a  problem  with  salt  water  intrusion. 

Mr.  Duffy.  The  Corps  did  an  excellent  job  in  working  with  the 
Parish  on  that,  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Parish  President's  office 
there.  The  sill  worked  very  well  with  the  intrusion.  As  the  river 
gets  low,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  comes  up  into  the  channel,  and  the  sill 
worked  extremely  effectively  in  reducing  the  saltwater  intrusion. 

Mr.  Myers.  What  about  the  inland  waterway?  How  important  is 
the  inland  waterway  along  the  coast? 

Mr.  Duffy.  It  is  extremely  important  because  of  the  amount  of 
cargoes  and  the  variety  of  cargoes  that  move  on  the  waterways 
from  east  to  west  off  of  the  Mississippi,  off  of  the  Ouachita,  as  far 
east  to  Port  St.  Joe  in  Florida,  east  of  Panama  City.  The  canal  sys- 
tem is  alone — working  on  a  lock  replacement  in  New  Orleans,  it 
was  the  most  highly  used  lock  in  the  entire  United  States.  There 
are  over  300,000  barge  movements  in  that  area  within  the  city  lim- 
its of  New  Orleans  on  a  year  basis. 

It  is  a  very  important,  integral  part  in  the  life  chain  of  fuel  to 
the  Florida  areas,  coal  moving  down  and  different  products  that 
move — petrochemical,  et  cetera,  that  move  from  east  to  west  along 
that  waterway  system.  It  is  a  very  vital  lake,  and  its  establishment 
and  maintaining  is  very  important  to  commerce. 

Mr.  Myers.  One  could  start  in  Brownsville,  Texas  and  go  all  the 
way  to  Florida  without  going  into  the  Gulf;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Duffy.  Well,  it  goes  into  some  of  the  bay  but  technically  not 
out  in  the  Gulf. 
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Mr.  Myers.  At  least  not  in  an  exposed  area? 

Mr.  Duffy.  Right.  There  are  products  that  move  from  Pitts- 
burgh, Pennsylvania,  all  the  way  down  the  Ohio  system  through 
the  Mississippi,  through  the  locks,  and  go  all  the  way  to  Browns- 
ville, Texas,  in  the  process  of  moving  cargo  to  and  in  and  out  of 
Mexico. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  we  have  Captain  Jack  Levine.  Welcome  back. 
We  have  been  waiting  for  you. 

Mr.  Levine.  Sorry  about  that,  sir.  Traffic  was  a  little  worse  than 
I  anticipated. 

Mr.  Myers.  Now  you  see  what  we  put  up  with.  And  you  thought 
we  were  having  fun  all  the  time.  Welcome. 

Mr.  Levine.  Thank  you.  I  would  like  to  submit  my  written  state- 
ment for  the  record. 

In  1994,  the  Mississippi  River  rose  higher  than  average,  and  de- 
posited a  huge  amount  of  silt  in  the  Pilottown  area  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi Delta.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  responded  in  a  very  timely 
manner  and  had  six  hopper  and  three  pipeline  dredges  working  in 
one  24-mile  stretch. 

Even  with  this  combination  of  dredges  provided  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  private  industry,  the  project  dimensions  of  South- 
west Pass  were  lost,  and  recommended  draft  for  heavily  laden  ves- 
sels was  reduced  by  3  feet. 

The  loss  just  on  freight  rates  on  one  large  bulk  carrier  can  exceed 
$150,000  due  to  the  loss  of  this  much  carrying  capacity.  As  men- 
tioned in  my  written  testimony,  over  200  ships  capable  of  loading 
to  this  depth  annually  call  on  the  Lower  Mississippi  River. 

I  bring  these  facts  to  your  attention  to  show  the  importance  of 
keeping  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  open  and  deep,  to  enable  all 
the  ports  on  the  Lower  Mississippi  River  system  to  be  successful 
in  an  ever-competitive  world  market. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  the  continuing  problem  of  shallow 
water.  I  would  also  like  to  mention  the  continuing  problem  of  shal- 
low water  in  the  Pilottown  Anchorage.  The  accumulated  silt  in  the 
anchorage  drifts  down  and  across  the  channel  in  Southwest  Pass 
in  the  high  river  stages  and  farther  aggravates  one  of  the  primary 
areas  for  shoaling  in  the  Lower  Delta.  This  anchorage  has  not  been 
dredged  in  at  least  15  years.  I  believe  dredging  this  anchorage 
would  not  only  provide  a  safe  anchorage  but  would  reduce  shoaling 
problems  at  the  head  of  Southwest  Pass. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  oral  statement.  Thank  you  for 
the  opportunity. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Levine  follows:! 
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TESTIMONY  OF  JOHN  LEVINE,  JR.,  PRESIDENT,  ASSOCIATED 
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APPROPRIATIONS  ON  MARCH  21 ,  1995  IN  REFERENCE  TO 
PROJECTS  ON  THE  LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  THE 
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Mr.  Chairman: 

i  am  Jonn  Levine.  Jr..  President  of  the  Associated  Branch 
Pilots,  the  Bar  Pilots  tor  the  Port  of  New  Orleans.  Louisiana. 

The  Associated  Branch  Pilots  is  an  Association  of  pilots 
that  have  oeen  guiding  oceangoing  vessels  into  the  entrances  of 
the  Mississippi  River  system  for  over  125  years.  We  are  called 
Bar  Pilots  because  we  guide  the  ships  past  the  constantly 
shitting  and  shoaling  sand  bars  in  the  area. 

Southwest  Pass  of  the  Mississippi  River  is  the  main  entrance 
ror  deep  dratt  oceangoing  vessels  entering  the  Lower  Mississippi 
kiver  System.  It  is  the  shallowest  stretch  of  the  Lower 
Mississippi  Kiver  System  and  the  area  that  requires  the  greatest 
ettort  Dv  tne  Corps  of  Engineers  to  maintain  project  depth. 

in  i994.  tne  Associated  Branch  Pilots  made  10.947  transits 
on  oceangoing  vessels  through  Southwest  Pass.  Of  these  ships. 
J. 669  were  of  oO.uuO  deadweight  tons  or  greater  and  525  had  a 
drart  in  excess  oi  40  feet. 

This  numoer  of  heavily  laden  vessels  calling  on  the  Lower 
Mississippi  Kiver  System  Is  a  direct  result  of  the  completion  oy 
tne  Corps  ot  tngineers  or  the  deepening  of  the  channel  from  40 
feet  to  45  feet. 

This  first  phase  has  proven  to  be  extremely  well  designed 
ana  well  maintained  by  the  fact  that  the  maximum  draft 
recommended  by  my  Association  tor  vessels  using  Southwest  Pass 
has  been  45  teet  or  greater  since  May  18.  1989.  This  is  in  stark 
contrast  to  the  late  1970s  and  early  80  s  when  we  often  had  to 
recommena  dratts  less  than  the  project  depth  due  to  shoaling. 
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To  the  world  snipping  community,  this  means  that 
calling  at  ports  on  the  Mississippi  River  system  will  be  more 
protitaole  because  larger  ships  can  enter  and  carry  greater 
amounts  ot  cargo. 

This  IS  Deneticial  to  the  entire  United  States  because  it 
maKes  the  large  quantities  of  petroleum,  agricultural,  and 
manutaccurea  products  shipped  from  the  Mississippi  Valley  more 
aesiranle  due  to  increased  profitability. 

I  wouia  also  like  to  comment  briefly  on  the  East-West 
navigation  channels  near  Venice.  Louisiana.  Tiger  Pass  and 
baptiste  Col lette  provide  a  shorter,  more  direct  route  to  Breton 
souna  and  the  liult  of  Mexico  for  offshore  supply  boats  and  small 
tugs  ana  oarges.  These  channels  not  only  represent  a  savings  in 
time  ana  money  ror  these  vessels,  but  reduce  the  tratflc  in  the 
main  shipping  channel,  the  Mississippi  River  and  its  passes, 
wnicn  is  one  or  the  most  congested  waterways  in  the  country. 

The  Associatea  Branch  Pilots  also  pilot  vessels  in  the 
Mississippi  Kiver  Gult  Outlet,  a  man-made  tidewater  channel  75 
miles  long,  stretching  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  an  intersection 
or  the  Intercoastal  Waterway  in  New  Orleans. 


This  Channel  leads  to  the  Main  Container  Terminals  for  the 
Port  of  New  Orleans,  the  Roll  On.  Roll  Off  Terminal,  the  Port  of 
New  Orleans  Bulk  Handling  Plant,  and  additional  General  Cargo 
Docks.  For  the  Port  of  New  Orleans  to  remain  competitive  in  the 
ever  growing  container  trade,  the  continued  maintenance  of  this 
channel  is  crucial.  In  1994.  740  ships  called  on  the  port  using 
the  Mississippi  River  Gu 1 r  Outlet. 

Much  IS  Deing  said  pro  and  con  concerning  the  Mississippi 
River  Gulf  Outlet.  There  is.  admittedly,  an  erosion  problem  in 
the  Mississippi  River  Gulf  Outlet,  but  any  curtailment  of 
snipping  traffic  in  the  channel  without  regard  to  the  long  term 
errect  upon  the  Port  of  New  Orleans  would  be  disastrous.  I 
strongly  support  approval  ot  funding  for  both  the  maintenance. 
dredging/ jetty  repair  project  and  the  erosion/riprap  study  for 
tne  Mississippi  River  Gulf  outlet. 
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I  would  also  like  to  make  a  brier  statement  on  behalt  or  the 
Mississippi  Valley  Coal  Export  Council.  Over  62  million  tons  ot 
coal  have  been  exported  using  the  Mississippi  River  System  during 
the  past  five  years.  Coal  miners,  tugboat  captains,  oarge 
owners,  shippers  ano  many  other  coal  related  workers  nave 
beneiiteo  oy  using  cne  consistent  and  etticient  Mississippi  River 
System.  This  also  represents  a  significant  contribution  towards 
the  trade  balance  between  the  United  States  and  other 
industrialized  nations. 

Funding  ot  the  Corps  ot  Engineers  projects  in  the  Lower 
Mississippi  River  System  has  proven  to  be  money  well  spent.  It 
has  increased  exports  and  imports  that  have  benefited  the  entire 
United  States.  I  urge  your  support  of  the  funding  requested  to 
enable  the  Corps  to  continue  to  maintain  and  improve  the  most 
efficient  and  productive  waterway  system  in  the  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  statement.  Thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  Subcommittee.  I  wi I  1  be 
happy  to  respond  to  any  questions  the  Subcommittee  may  have. 
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Mr.  Myers.  I  have  heard  of  people  being  breathless  but  I  didn't 
think  this  committee  affected  anyone  this  way.  We  have  had  some 
witnesses  that  affected  us  that  way. 

What  happened  to  my  cousin?  Is  he  still  around? 

Mr.  Levine.  He  is  still  around  piloting  vessels.  He  has  got  a  few 
more  years  to  retirement. 

Mr.  Myers.  His  cousin  is  not  going  to  retire  in  a  few  years.  Mr. 
Bevill  thought  he  could  have  this  chair  forever.  I  think  he  even  had 
his  name  on  it. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  know,  the  Chairman  accuses  me  of  spending  all 
the  money  and  then  handing  him  the  gavel.  We  appreciate  all  you 
do.  You  have  a  great  project.  I  have  always  supported  it  and  I  will 
continue  to  support  it.  We  appreciate  every  one  of  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Here  is  the  gavel.  Where  is  the  money,  Tom? 

Mr.  Duffy.  We  will  leave  that  in  your  honorable  hands. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  are  supposed  to  find  the  money. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  think  he  is  kidding. 

Again,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony.  You  certainly  do 
a  very  important — the  Port  of  New  Orleans  is  very  important  to  all 
of  us.  Maybe  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  New  Jersey,  it  is  not  quite  as  im- 

f)ortant  to  all  of  us,  but  it  is  very  important,  especially  to  New  Or- 
eans. 
Thank  you  once  again  for  your  testimony. 


Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 

RED  RIVER  BASEV  PROJECTS  (LOUISIANA,  ARKANSAS, 
OKLAHOMA  AND  TEXAS) 

WITNESSES 

RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCLVTION 

JOHN  F.  STROUD,  JR.,  PRESmENT 
RICH  BRONTOLI,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
RON  GLENN,  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  We  are  pleased 
this  afternoon  to  welcome  once  again  the  Red  River  Valley  Associa- 
tion. Are  you  going  to  be  the  spokesman? 

Mr.  Stroud.  If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is  John  Stroud, 
President  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Association.  That  has  been  in  ex- 
istence for  70  years  to  develop  with  the  Congress  the  water  and 
land  resources  of  the  Red  River  Valley. 

Let  me  first  say,  thank  you.  Navigation  has  reached  Shreveport- 
Bossier,  as  of  January  1  of  this  year.  It  certainly  could  never  have 
begun  without  the  continued  dedicated  assistance  of  this  commit- 
tee. 

I  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  came  down  when  we  renamed  Lock 
and  Dam  Number  One  for  Ms.  Lindy  Boggs,  and  it  will  be  the  first 
weekend  in  May.  We  hope  you  and  other  Members  of  your  commit- 
tee can  come  down.  We  have  a  very  fine  Friday,  Saturday,  and 
Sunday. 

Mr.  Myers.  Maybe  some  other  Members  can.  Chairman  Bevill 
and  I  have  other  plans  that  weekend. 
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Your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Stroud.  I  would  like  to  begin  by  saying  we  very  much  dis- 
agree with  the  guidelines  submitted  by  the  administration,  chang- 
ing cost-benefit  ratios  from  one-to-one  to  two-to-one,  and  cost-shar- 
ing from  25  percent  to  75  percent.  That  would  mean  the  end  of  all 
projects  that  had  to  face  that  type  of  muster.  I  have  watched  this 
committee  for  47  years  exercise  selectivity,  and  we  think  this  is  not 
pork;  this  is  an  investment  in  the  infrastructure  of  this  country 
that  pays  rewards  for  our  children  and  grandchildren. 

So  we  hope  you  will  continue  to  do  that.  We  recognize  the  dif- 
ficult problem  you  have  got  with  funds  available. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  think  that  is  the  most  idiotic  regulation  I  have  ever 
seen  published.  If  we  have  our  way  about  it,  and  we  think  we  will, 
it  will  not  happen. 

Mr.  Stroud.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill.  We  certainly  think  the  same. 

But  we  know  the  difficult  problem  that  you  have.  We  ask  that 
good  programs  that  are  ongoing  and  serving  a  vital  purpose,  if  they 
have  to  be  cut,  well,  we  understand  that.  We  just  hope  they  are  not 
eliminated.  But  we  know  the  most  difficult  task  you  have. 

I  will  not  comment  on  those  projects.  But  navigation,  flood  con- 
trol, levee  rehabilitation,  chloride  control,  and  witnesses  from  each 
of  the  four  States  will  make  a  comment  about  our  request. 

I  would  like  to  ask  Rich,  Executive  Director  of  the  Red  River  Val- 
ley Association,  to  introduce  those  speakers. 

[The  statements  of  the  Red  River  Association  follow:] 
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I.  SOHMARY  OF  FY96  REOOESTS 
RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 
PROJECT  THOPSAHDS 

BASIN  HIDE  PROJECTS 

Appropriations 

Red  River  Waterway  Project 

Mississippi  River  $16,673 

Shreveport-Bossier  City,  Louisiana 
Operations  and  Maintenance  9,714 

Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project  150 

Bank  Stabilization 

Levees  and  Bank  Stabilization  Below  Denison  Dam        3,300 
Emergency  Bank  Protection  14,200 

Bank  Stabilization  200 

Index,  Arkansas  to  Denison  Dam 

ARKANSAS  PROJECTS 

Appropriations 

Levees  and  Bank  Stabilization  Below  Denison  Dam  * 

Emergency  Bank  Protection  12,000 

Finn,  Hurricane,  Dickson  &  Canale  Revetments 
Little  River  County  Levee  Construction  and  Modification 
McKinney  Bayou  Reconnaissance  Study  450 

LOUISIANA  PROJECTS 

Appropriations 

Red  River  Waterway  Project  * 

Emergency  Bank  Protection  2,200 

Cat  Island  Revetment 

Red  River  Backwater  Area  11,294 

Sicily  Island 

Aloha-Rigolette  Project  2,379 

Lower  Red  River  South  Bank  Levee  577 

Emergency  Bank  Protection  -  Cat  Island  Revetment  2,200 

Authorizations/ Appropriations  Supported 

Bayou  Cocodrie  and  Tributaries  FCC 

Atachafalaya  Basin  FCC 


FCC  =  Full  Corps  Capability 
*  =  Included  under  Basin  Wide  request 
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SOMHART  OF  PT96  REQUESTS  (Continuation) 

PROJECT  THOaSMIDS 

OKLAHOMA  PROJECTS 

Appropriations 

Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project  * 

Red  River  Bank  Stabilization,  * 

Index,  Arkansas  to  Denison  Dam 

Emergency  Bank  Stabilization  * 

TEXAS  PROJECTS 

Appropriations 

Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project  * 

Cypress  Valley  Watershed  Projects  PCC 

Bowie  County  Levee  District  tl  900 

McGarth  Creek  Project  110 

Cooper  Lake  and  Channels  FCC 

Lake  Wichita/Hol 1 iday  Creek  PCC 

Emergency  Bank  Stabilisation  PCC 


Full  Corps  Capability 

Included  under  Basin  Hide  request 


RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATIOM 

CONGRESSIOHAL  HEARIMGS 

MARCH  21,  1995 


I^KD  RIVER  VALLEY  AS80CIATI0H 

John  F.  Stroud,  Jr.,  President  of  the  RRVA  Texarkana,  AR 

Phil  Alford,  Vice-President,  '^•«"^^i^'  ^^  _,,,.   TX 

Sichirontoli,  Executive  Director,  Bossier  City,  LA 

Norman  Budd,  Director,  Alexandria,  LA 

Ron  Glenn,  Director,  Wichita  Falls,  TX 

Edward  Hawkins.  Director,  Foreman,  AR 

Ed  Lehman,  Director,  Vernon,  TX 

Ben  Littlepage,  Director,  Natchitoches,  LA 

Gordon  Matteson,  Director,  Foreman,  AR 

David  Potter,  Director,  Texarkana,  TX 

Bill  Routon,  Director,  Hope,  AR 

Bob  Webb,  Director,  Washington,  AR 


l^RKAWSAS 

^ffcansas  R>d  River  Coinnissjop 

Phil  Alford,  Chairman,  Lewisville,  AR 

Ed  Hawkins,  Foreman,  AR 

Gordon  Matteson,  Foreman,  AR 

David  Potter,  Texarkana,  AR 

Bill  Routon,  Hope,  AR 

John  Stroud,  Texarkana,  AR 

Bob  Webb,  Washington,  AR 


I.OOISIABA 

Bq^gJer  IiTVT*  piatrict 

Timothy  Larkin,  President,  Bossier  City,  LA 
JiulOohnson,  Second  Vice  President  Bossier  City,  LA 
Ken  Corley,  Cownissioner ,  Bossier  City,  LA 


ATTENDEES  (Continuation) 

Bossier  Parish  Police  Jury 

Frank  Viviano,  Bossier  City,  LA 

Caddo-Bossier  Port  Commission 

Wayne  T.  Davis,  Plain  Dealing,  LA 

Jerry  C.  Harris,  Bossier  City,  LA 

Robert  Harris,  Shreveport,  LA 

John  W.  Holt,  Jr.,  Executive  Director,  Bossier  City,  LA 

R.  M.  Prestridge,  Bossier  City,  LA 

Caddo  Levee  District 

Sam  Barnwell,  Shreveport,  LA 
Harold  White,  Shreveport,  LA 
Sam  Windham,  Shreveport,  LA 

Caddo  Parish  Commission 

Ken  Epperson,  Shreveport,  LA 
Wayne  Waddell ,  Shreveport,  LA 

LA  Department  of  Transportation  and  Development 

Curtis  Patterson,  Baton  Rouge,  LA 

Red  River  Development  Council 

Dr.  Leland  Scoggins,  Natchitoches,  LA 

Red  River  Valley  Area  Council 

Jack  McBride,  Alexandria,  LA 

Red  River  Waterway  Commission 

Ben  Littlepage,  Executive  Director,  Colfax,  LA 

Ken  Guidry,  Asst  Executive  Director,  Natchitoches,  LA 

Robert  Breedlove,  Natchitoches,  LA 

Hank  Bruser,  Natchitoches,  LA 

Norman  Budd,  Alexandria,  LA 

John  Bundy,  Benton,  LA 

Marc  Dupuy,  Jr.,  MarksviUe,  LA 

Richard  Gibson,  Coushatta,  LA 

Odell  Hodnett,  Colfax,  LA 
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Cathy  Penrod,  Natchitoches,  LA 

Albin  Provosty,  Alexandria,  LA 

Larry  Taylor,  Bossier  City,  LA 
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(Contintiation) 


William  C.  Chapman,  Ardmore,  OK 


TEXAS 

Red  River  Authority  of  Texas 

Ed  Lehman,  Vernon,  TX 

Ronald  Glenn,  Wichita  Falls,  TX 

Wichita  County  Water  District  t2 

Jiitmy  Banks,  Wichita  Palls,  TX 
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Mrs.  Dorothy  Alford,  Lewisville,  AR 

Mrs.  Shirley  Banks,  Wichita  Palls,  TX 
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Mrs.  Charlotte  Potter,  Texarkana,  AR 

Mrs.  Susanne  Provosty,  Alexandria,  LA 

Mrs.  Bonnie  Routon,  Hope,  AR 

Mrs.  Marietta  Stroud,  Texarkana,  AR 

Mr.  T.  Taylor,  Bossier  City,  LA 

Mrs.  Elizabeth  Thomas,  Shreveport,  LA 

Mrs.  Maxine  Viviano,  Bossier  City,  LA 

Mrs.  Robin  Walters,  Natchitoches,  LA 

Mrs.  Gwen  Webb,  Washington,  AR 
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Ul.  LIST  OF  WITNESSES 


Introduction  of  the  group  aoid  opening  remarks: 

Mr.  John  P.  Stroud,  Jr.       Attorney  at  Law 
President  Smith,  Stroud,  McClerkin, 

Red  River  Valley  Association  Dunn  &  Nutter 

Texarkana,  Arkansas 


Introduction  of  witnesses : 

Mr.  Richard  Brontoli 

Executive  Director 

Red  River  Valley  Association 


The  following  witnesses  will  present  testimony  on  behalf 
of  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  before  the  hearings 
of  your  Subcommittee  today: 


Mr.  Ron  Glenn 

Vice-President  -  Texas 

Red  River  Valley  Association 


General  Manager 
Red  River  Authority 
of  Texas 
Wichita  Palls,  Texas 


Mr.  William  C.  Chapman 
Vice-President  -  Oklahoma 
Red  River  Valley  Association 


Rancher /Attorney 
Ardmore,  Oklahoma 


Mr.  Jerry  Boughton 
Vice-President  -  Louisiana 
Red  River  Valley  Association 


Banker 

Shreveport,  Louisiana 


Mr.  Pat  Johnson 

Conmissioner-at -Large 

Red  River  Waterway  Comnission 


Construction 
Natchitoches,  Louisiana 


Mr.  John  Stroud 

President 

Red  River  Valley  Association 


Attorney  at  Law 
Smith,  Stroud,  McClerkin, 
Dunn  &  Nutter 
Texarkana,  Arkansas 
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ly.   RRVA  STATEMENT 


STATEMENTS  OF 
THE  RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 


PRESENTED  BY 
MR.  JOHN  F.  STROOD,  JR.,  PRESIDENT 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 


U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
MARCH  21,  1995 


W'^ 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee.  I  am  John  Stroud,  and 
I  am  pleased  to  represent  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  as  its 
President.  Our  organization  was  founded  in  1925  with  the  express 
purpose  of  uniting  the  citizens  of  Arkansas,  Louisiana,  Oklahoma, 
and  Texas  to  develop  the  land  and  water  resources  of  the  Red  River 
Basin. 

You  will  shortly  hear  presentations  from  individuals  who  will 
address  the  specific  needs  of  their  particular  states.  However, 
before  they  begin,  I  would  like  to  briefly  comment  on  a  few  of  the 
concerns  we  have  for  the  future  economic  well-being  of  the  citizens 
residing  in  the  four  state  Red  River  Basin  area. 

First,  Navigation.  Thanks  to  this  committee's  continued  support, 
the  Red  River  Navigation  project  to  Shreveport-Bossier  City, 
Louisiana,  --  the  largest  metropolitan  area  in  the  River  Basin  -- 
is  complete.  Locks  and  Dams  4  and  5  were  placed  into  operation 
January  1,  1995  .  We  will  finally  realize  the  benefits  this  project 
will  bring  to  the  area  --  and  the  nation  --  and  thank  you  for  your 
support  of  this  project.  We  now  ask  for  your  continued  support  to 
restudy  the  feasibility  of  extending  navigation  from  Shreveport- 
Bossier,  Louisiana  to  various  points  within  the  State  of  Arkansas. 
The  entire  area  continues  to  suffer  major  unemployment,  and  the 
navigation  project,  although  not  the  total  solution,  will  help 
revitalize  our  economy.  Also,  there  are  two  important  military 
facilities;  Barksdale  AFB,  and  the  Louisiana  Army  Ammunition  plant 
within  close  proximity  of  Shreveport-Bossier  City.  Ft.  Polk  is 
downstream,  and  Long  Horn  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  at  Marshall, 
Texas  and  Lone  Star  Army  Ammunition  Plant  is  located  upstream  near 
Texarkana.  We  continue  to  believe  that  water  transportation  from 
this  area  will  be  invaluable  in  future  national  conflicts.  While 
we  hope  that  our  nation  will  not  be  faced  with  such  future 
aggression,  should  there  be  a  need,  a  completed  Red  River  Waterway 
could  make  it  possible  for  our  area  to  respond  more  quickly  and 
more  effectively. 
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Second,  Bank  Stabilization.  One  of  the  most  important  continuing 
programs  on  the  Red  River  is  bank  stabilization  to  stop  the  loss  of 
valuable  farmland  that  washes  down  stream  to  form  sandbars  and 
interfere  with  the  navigable  channel.  All  of  these  revetment 
projects  are  compatible  with  subsequent  navigation  and  we  urge  that 
they  be  continued  in  those  locations  designated  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  be  the  areas  of  the  worst  bank  caving. 

Third,  Flood  Control.  You  will  recall  that  in  1990  major  areas  of 
northeast  Texas,  Southwest  Arkansas  and  the  entire  length  of  the 
Red  River  in  Louisiana  were  ravaged  by  the  worst  flooding  to  hit 
the  region  since  1945  and  1957.  More  than  700,000  acres  were 
flooded  with  total  damages  estimated  at  $20.4  million.  However,  it 
could  have  been  much  worse.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  estimates  that 
without  the  flood  control  measure  authorized  by  Congress  over  the 
past  several  decades  an  additional  1.3  million  acres  would  have 
been  flooded  with  an  estimated  $330  million  in  additional  flood 
damage  to  agricultural  and  urban  developments.  We  continue  to 
consider  flood  control  a  major  objective  of  the  Red  River  Valley 
Association. 

And,  Fourth,  Clean  Hater.  Nearly  4,000  tons  of  natural  salts, 
primarily  sodium  chloride,  enter  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Red  River 
each  day,  rendering  downstream  waters  unusable  for  most  purposes. 
Several  years  ago.  Congress  authorized  funding  for  the  Truscott 
Brine  Lake  project,  which  is  located  on  the  South  Fork  of  the 
Wichita  River  in  King  and  Knox  Counties,  Texas.  After  the  project 
became  operational  in  1987,  an  independent  panel  of  experts  found 
that  the  project  not  only  continues  to  perform  beyond  design 
expectations  insofar  as  providing  cleaner  water,  but  has  an 
exceptionally  favorable  cost  benefit  ratio,  in  fact,  one  of  the 
best  cost-benefit  ratios  of  any  federally  funded  project  in  the 
nation.  The  Association  urges  Congress  to  continue  supporting  the 
Chloride  Control  Project  in  order  to  assure  a  clean  water  supply 
for  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  and  agricultural  uses. 

We  are  sincerely  grateful  to  you  for  the  past  support  you  have 
given  our  various  projects.  We  hope  that  we  can  count  on  you  again 
to  fund  our  needs  and  complete  the  projects  that  will  help  us 
diversify  our  economy  and  create  the  jobs  so  badly  needed  by  our 
citizens. 

I'm  now  pleased  to  present  Rich  Brontoli,  the  Executive  Director  of 
the  Red  River  Valley  Association  who  will  introduce  the  witnesses 
for  each  of  the  four  states. 

Thank  you. 
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STATEMENT  OF 
THE  RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 


PRESENTED  BY 
MR.  RONALD  J.  GLENN,  VICE  PRESIDENT 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  21,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Ccnmittee  Manbers,  iry  name  is  Ronald  J.  Glenn,  Vice  President, 
Texas,  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Association,  and  General  Manager  of  the  Red  River 
Authority  of  Texas.  I  represent  not  only  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  and  its 
four  state  area,  but  more  specifically,  the  people  who  live  and  work  in  a  43 
county  area  of  the  Red  River  Basin  in  Texas.  Accordingly,  we  support  not  only 
the  projects  I  speak  of  today,  but  all  of  the  Red  River  Valley  requests 
presented. 

1.  The  Lake  Wichita/Holliday  Creek  Project,  located  in  Wichita  County,  Texas 
with  a  total  project  cost  of  $48  million. 

a.  Construction  is  in  final  stage  of  ccrpletion 

b.  Project  has  SI. 7  million  carryover  frcm  FY-95. 

c.  No  additional  funds  are  needed  for  con(>letion  of  the  project. 

2.  The  McGrath  Creek  Flood  Control  Project,  a  tributary  of  HoUiday  Creek,  also 
located  in  Wichita  County,  Texas  with  a  total  project  cost  of  $11.3  million. 

a.  Right-of-way  acquisition  and  initial  construction  is  underway. 

b.  $110,000  is  requested  to  award  construction  contracts  in  June  1996  and 
continue  construction. 

c.  The  project  is  cost  shared  by  the  City  of  Wichita  Falls  at  25%. 

3.  The  Bowie  County  Levee  Project,  located  along  the  Red  River  on  the  Texas 
side  near  Texarkana,  Texas. 

a.  $600,000  was  appropriated  in  FY95  to  initiate  design  and  construction 
efforts  for  rehabilitation  or  replacanait  of  levees. 

b.  $900,000  is  requested  for  FY96  to  continue  to  prepare  plans  and 
specifications  and  initiate  construction. 
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Cypress  Valley  Watershed  Project,  a  series  of  studies  in  the  Big  Cypress 
Valley  region  (TX)  and  Caddo  Lake  (TX  &  LA) . 

a.  Support  water  resource  projects  which  provide  econanic  opportunities. 

b.  Request  appropriations  at  the  level  of  Corps  of  Eiigineers  capabilities. 

A  Bank  Stabilization  Demonstration  Project  located  between  Denison  Dam  and 
Index,  Arkansas. 


"Dencnstration  Project"  along  the  Red  River  where  bank 
erosion  to  prime  farmland  is  great. 

b.  Request  the  use  of  a  new,  non-traditional  method;  an  underwater  Bendway 
Weir  which  controls  river  energy  and  bank  erosion. 

c.  $200,000  is  requested  to  analyze  site  locations  and  prepare  plans  and 
specifications. 

The  Red  River  Basin  Chloride  Control  Project,  located  in  west  central  Texas 
and  southern  Oklahoma  with  a  total  project  cost  of  $215  million. 

a.  $16.0  million  was  appropriated  in  Fy-95  to  accelerate  engineering 
design,  real  estate  acquisition  and  initiate  construction  of  the 
Crowell  Brine  Dam,  Area  VII  and  Area  IX;  to  continue  engineering  design 
for  Areas  VI  and  XI I I -XIV. 

b.  The  Supplemental  Final  Environmental  Iirpact  Statement  (SFEIS)  was 
scheduled  to  be  ccnpleted  by  the  akl  of  October  1994,  with  the 
advertisement  of  the  contract  for  the  Crowell  Brine  Lake  enlankment, 
spillway  and  access  road  in  November  1994.  These  dates  were  included 
in  the  project  schedule  supporting  the  FY-95  budget  request. 

Due  to  a  conflict  with  the  USEWS,  completion  of  the  SFEIS  was  delayed 
pending  further  study  to  determine  the  extent  of  possible  impacts  to 
fish  and  wildlife,  and  their  habitats  along  the  Red  river  and  Lake 
Texoma. 


c.  The  USOOE  is  scheduled  to  conplete  the  SFEIS  in  Febniary  1996  and  will 
then  be  prepared  to  proceed  with  the  previous  directives  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  initiate  construction  of  the  Crowell  Brine  Dam 
and  Areas  VII  and  IX. 

d.  The  project  has  $14.3  million  carryover  from  Fy-95  which  is  adequate  to 
fulfill  the  Corps'  capability  for  this  fiscal  year.  However,  we  are 
requesting  $150,000  be  added  to  the  budget  and  the  Corps  capability  to 
immediately  begin  ecological  mcaiitoring  in  the  upper  Red  River  Basin 
including  Lake  Texcma  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  firm  baseline 
data  as  well  as  initiating  the  long-term  environmental  monitoring. 

The  monitoring  plan  will  insure  that  the  ini)acts  and  effectiveness  of 
the  Chloride  Control  Project  are  within  the  expected  limits  and  will 
not  become  detrimental  to  the  environment  or  its  ecosystems. 

We  appreciate  this  comnnittee's  support  and  time  to  consider  the  requests  from  the 
citizens  of  Texas  within  the  Red  River  Valley  Region. 

Thank  you. 
Ronald  J.  Glenn 


376 


m 


VI.       OKLAHOMA 


STATEMENTS  OF 

OKLAHOMA  DELEGATION 

THE  RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 

PRESENTED  BY 
WILLIAM  C.  CHAPMAN,  VICE  PRESIDENT 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  21.  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Coimtittee  Members,  I  am  William  C.  Chapman,  and  I 
live  near  Madill,  Oklahoma,  on  a  farm/ranch  in  Marshall  and 
Johnston  Counties.  My  father  came  to  Oklahoma  in  1915  at  age  27 
and  lived  the  rest  of  his  94  years  in  this  area  as  a  farmer  and 
rancher.  His  parents  purchased  agricultural  property  in  Red  River 
County  Texas,  in  1926,  and  it  has  remained  in  my  family  since  then 
and  is  now  owned  by  me.  My  family  has  been  very  interested  in  the 
progress  of  the  Red  River  Valley  for  three  generations.  I 
presently  serve  as  Vice-President  of  the  Oklahoma  delegation  of  the 
Red  River  Valley  Association  and  am  speaking  today  on  behalf  of  the 
entire  Oklahoma  delegation.  Because  we  believe  that  any  federal 
monies  spent  on  the  following  projects  are  really  investments  in 
the  future  of  not  only  the  Red  River  Valley  but  of  the  surrounding 
states  and  will  return  several  times  the  original  investment  in 
benefits  that  will  eventually  accrue  to  the  federal  government,  we 
firmly  endorse  the  following  projects  in  the  amounts  indicated: 

(1)  Red  River  Waterway  Project  (Navigation)  $26,387,000 

(2)  Bank  stabilization  and  Red  River  Levees  $3,300,000 
below  Denison  Dam 

(3)  Emergency  Bank  Projection  $11,267,000 

(4)  Red  River  Basin  Chloride  Control  Project  $  150,000 

(5)  Bank  Stabilization  Demonstration  Project  $  200,000 
Index,  AR  to  Denison  Dam 
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We  firmly  believe  that  it  is  economically  feasible  as  well  as  both 
logical  and  practical  to  bring  navigation  of  the  Red  River  to 
Denison  Dam.  In  pursuit  of  that  goal  the  completion  of  Locks  and 
Dams  4  and  5  have  insured  the  success  for  the  development  of 
navigation  and  commerce  to  the  areas  from  Shreveport,  Louisiana, 
downstream  to  the  Mississippi  River.  The  next  step  is  to  extend 
navigation  past  Shreveport-Bossier  City,  LA  to  Index,  AR.  which 
will  consider  all  industries  that  will  use  this  stretch  of  river 
from  Arkansas,  Louisiana,  Oklahoma  and  Texas. 

We  further  believe  that  it  is  essential  to  protect  the  banks  from 
cavings  and  erosion  along  the  Red  River  below  Denison  Dam.  The 
Federal  Government  constantly  encourages  its  farmers  to  protect  our 
lands  against  all  forms  of  erosion,  so  it  only  makes  sense  to  be 
consistent.  It  must  do  its  share  in  preventing  erosion  along  the 
nation's  navigable  streams.  It  also  is  imperative  to  protect  its 
investment  in  navigation  and  flood  control  downstream.  For  these 
reasons  we  support  Bank  Stabilization  and  Red  River  Levees  below 
Denison  Dam  and  Emergency  Bank  Protection  Projects. 

We  believe  there  is  a  new  technique  for  bank  stabilization  which 
must  be  allowed  as  a  demonstration  project  under  the  authorized 
project;  Bank  Stabilization,  Index,  AR  to  Denison  Dam.  This  new 
technique,  underwater  bendway  weirs  may  prove  to  be  less  expensive 
than  conventional  methods  and  be  more  efficient  in  controlling  the 
energy  of  the  River.  Much  prime  farmland  in  Oklahoma  and  Texas  is 
lost  each  year  to  river  erosion  and  we  must  investigate  all  avenues 
to  correct  this  problem. 

The  Final  project  that  we  wish  you  to  consider  concerns  the  very 
ability  to  fully  utilize  the  surface  water  of  the  Red  River  during 
almost  its  entire  journey  across  the  four  states  of  Texas, 
Oklahoma,  Arkansas,  and  Louisiana.  At  the  current  time  the 
chloride  content  of  the  Red  River  is  such  that  it  is  not  usable  but 
in  a  few  isolated  cases  for  municipal,  industrial  and  agricultural 
uses.  This  is  due  to  the  presence  of  ten  major  chloride  sources 
located  on  the  banks  or  within  the  tributaries  of  the  Red  River  in 
Oklahoma  and  Texas. 

Due  to  a  recent  conflict  with  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
completion  of  the  Supplemental  EIS  is  delayed  until  February  1996. 
We  support  the  Tulsa  District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  continuation  of 
design,  land  acquisition  and  completion  of  the  SEIS.  Construction 
must  continue  in  1996. 

We  appreciate  this  committees  support  and  time  to  consider  the 
requests  from  the  citizens  of  Oklahoma  within  the  Red  River  region. 


•P 
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STATEMKNTS  OF 
LOUISIANA  DELEGATION 


THE  RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 


PRESENTED  BY 
MR.  JERRY  BOUGHTON,  VICE-PRESIDENT 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  21,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Committee  Members,  my  name  is  Jerry  Boughton, 
Vice-President,  Louisiana,  Red  River  Valley  Association.  Not  only 
do  I  represent  the  citizens  of  Louisiana  and  support  projects  in 
Louisiana,  but  support  the  requests  of  my  colleagues  from  Arkansas, 
Texas  and  Oklahoma.  The  projects  in  their  states  uill  provide 
benefits  for  the  Red  River  citizens  of  Louisiana. 

We  request  your  support  to  fund  the  following  projects: 

1.  Red  River  Waterway  Project 

a.  Construction  $16,673,000 

b.  Operation  and  Maintenance  S  9,714,000 

2.  Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project  $  150,000 

3.  Aloha-Rigolette  Project  $2,379,000 

We  appreciate  the  support  of  your  subcommittee  to  support  the 
completion  of  navigation  to  Shreveport/Bossier  City  providing  us 
the  opportunity  to  increase  our  industrial  base,  create  jobs  and 
provide  economic  growth.  It  is  imperative  you  continue  to  provide 
operational  and  maintenance  funds,  funding  to  complete  navigation 
structures  and  funding  to  fully  develop  recreation  sites  for  us  to 
fully  realize  the  total  benefits  of  this  project. 

The  Chloride  Control  Project,  which  is  located  in  the  far  west 
reaches  of  Texas  and  Oklahoma,  will  directly  impact  northwest 
Louisiana.  Completion  of  this  project  will  provide  clean  water  for 
municipal,  industrial  an  agricultural  use  without  the  need  of 
expensive  treatment.  The  irrigation  value  alone  will  greatly 
increase  agricultural  production  which  in  turn  will  increase  use  of 
our  water  transportation  system. 

I  would  now  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Pat  Johnson  who  will  provide 
detailed  testimony  for  water  resource  projects  sponsored  by  the  Red 
River  Waterway  Conmission. 
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STATEMENTS  OF 

LOUISIANA  DELEGATION 

THE  RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 

PRESENTED  BY 
PAT  JOHNSON,  COMMISSIONER,  AT  LARGE 
RED  RIVER  WATERWAY  COMMISSION 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  21,  1995 

On  behalf  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  and  the  Red  River  Waterway 
District,  it  is  my  honor  and  privilege  to  address  this  subcommittee 
on  the  Red  River  Navigation  Project.  Navigation  from  the 
Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport/Bossier  City,  Louisiana  is  a 
reality.  The  first  leg  of  navigation  in  the  Red  River  Valley  is 
operational  and  Louisiana's  long  term  goals  shift  from  construction 
to  operations  and  economic  development.  Our  short  term  goals 
remain  clear:  Support  of  the  efforts  of  the  Administration  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  completing  the  ongoing  construction  projects, 
such  as  capping  out  the  revetments  for  safe  navigation  for  both 
commercial  and  recreational  users,  and  developing  recreation  and 
mitigation  projects.  We  request  that  you  appropriate  $26,383,000 
for  FY96  to  continue  our  mission. 

It  is  imperative  that  we  continue  to  strive  and  urge  development  of 
bank  stabilization  projects  and  flood  control  projects  throughout 
the  Red  River  Valley.  These  valley  projects  are  critical  to  the 
citizens  of  Louisiana,  Arkansas,  Oklahoma  and  Texas.  Louisiana 
projects  specifically  are  Cat  Island  Revetment  in  Bossier  Parish, 
the  Aloha-Rigolette  project,  the  Bayou  Rapides  Flood  Control 
Project,  and  the  Red  River  Backwater  Project.  Our  four  state  area 
continues  to  work  together  in  a  cooperative  effort  on  these  and 
other  Valley  projects. 

We  strongly  advocate  support  for  the  Red  River  Chloride  Control 
Project  which  is  fundamental  to  developing  usable  river  water  for 
commercial,  industrial  and  agricultural  purposes.  We  must  press 
forward  and  continue  with  progress  in  chloride  abatement. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  evident  that  our  level  of  convnitment  to  the 
success  of  the  Red  River  Valley  projects  has  not  wavered.  We  have 
come  a  long  way  and  we  will  continue  to  work  in  a  cooperative 
effort  toward  our  goals. 

The  privilege  of  addressing  this  subcomoittee  is  greatly 
appreciated. 
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Vin-   ARKANSAS 


STATEMENTS  OF 
THE  RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 


PRESENTED  BY 
MR.  JOHN  F.  STROUD,  JR.,  PRESIDENT 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  21,  1995 


STATEMENT  IN  BEHALF  OF  RED  RIVER  VALLEY  INTERESTS  IN  ARKANSAS  MADE 
BY  JOHN  F.  STROUD,  JR.,  ON  MARCH  21,  1995,  AT  3:00  P.M.  IN  ROOM 
2362  OF  RAYBURN  HOUSE  OFFICE  BUILDING  TO  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  CONGRESSMAN  JOHN  T. 
MYERS,  CHAIRMAN. 


1.  Red  River  EJnergency  Bank  Protection 
(Louisiana,  Oklahcna,  Arkansas  and  Texas) 
for  the  construction  of  Dickson  Revetment  and 
Canale  Revetment  and  for  funds  to  initiate 

engineering  and  design  of  Finn  Revetment 
Phase  II  and  Hurricane  Revetment. 
Funds  requested  for  FY96. 

2.  Red  River  Levees  and  Bank  Stabilization 
Below  Denison  Dam  (Texas,  Arkansas  and 
Louisiana)  to  continue  the  levee  rehabilitation 
project  by  the  construction  of  Item  No.  5  and 
Item  No.  9  emd  the  design  of  Item  No.  6. 

Funds  requested  for  FY96 

3.  McKinney  Bayou  Project  to  initiate  reconnaissance 
study  of  drainage  in  Miller  County,  Arkansas, 
(included  in  President's  budget) 

Funds  requested  for  Fy96 

4.  Little  River  County,  Arkansas  -  feasibility  study 
for  levee  construction  and  modification  (but  we 
request  the  language  set  forth  in  the  narrative 
be  included  in  the  appropriation  bill) 

Funds  requested  for  rif96 

5.  Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project  (we  request  the 
language  set  forth  in  the  narrative  be  included  in 
the  appropriation  bill) 

Funds  requested  for  FY96 


GENERAL  STATEMENT 


As  attorney  for  the  Red  River  Commission  of  Arkansas,  I  wish  to  thank  the  members  of 
this  Commince  for  the  opportunity  to  again  express  the  concerns,  needs  and  priorities  of  funding 
vitally  needed  from  the  Congress  to  continue  the  orderly  development  of  the  Red  River  Valley  in 
Southwest  Arkansas. 

Twenty-seven  years  ago,  the  bank  caving  in  Southwest  Arkansas  accelerated  to  such  an 
extent  that  the  levee  boards  in  that  area  banned  together  to  form  an  association  to  present  testimony 
to  the  Congress  with  a  united  voice.  At  that  time,  some  of  the  upstream  dams  in  Arkansas  and 
Oklahoma  had  been  completed  which  substantially  alleviated  the  threat  of  floods,  but  which  rapidly 
accelerated  the  bank  caving  due  to  the  river  remaining  at  one-half  to  two-thirds  bank  full  for  long 
periods  of  time.  Since  that  time,  upstream  dams  known  as  Millwood,  Gillham,  Dierks  and 
DeQueen  have  been  completed  which  have  further  reduced  the  threat  of  flooding,  but  which  have 
accelerated  the  bank  caving  even  more. 

The  State  of  Arkansas  became  concerned  at  this  rapid  irreparable  loss  of  the  most  fertile 
farmland  in  Southwest  Arkansas  and  recognized  that  bank  stabilization  could  be  a  prelude  to 
navigation  into  Southwest  Arkansas.  Therefore,  twenty-one  years  ago  the  Arkansas  General 
Assembly  created  the  Red  River  Commission  upon  the  recommendation  of  Governor  Dale 
Bumpers,  now  the  Senior  United  States  Senator  for  the  State  of  Arkansas.  The  Commission  was 
vested  with  the  authority  to  furnish  the  local  cooperation  necessary  for  the  construction  and  smdy 
of  projects  and  to  coordinate  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Congress  to  develop  the  water 
resources  of  the  Red  River  in  Arkansas.  Southwest  Arkansas  is  fortunate  to  have  an  abundance  of 
water,  rich  soil  and  timber  resources,  but  we  vitally  need  the  assistance  of  Congress  to  continue  the 
bank  stabilization  projects  for  the  preservation  of  these  natural  resources. 

Following  the  disastrous  flood  of  May  1990,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  importance  of 
properly  maintained  levees  and  of  bank  stabilization.  All  areas  not  protected  by  properly 
maintained  levees  were  flooded  and  the  only  protection  from  enoimous  bank  caving  was  where 
revetment  projects  had  been  constructed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  We  are  therefore  asking  for 
fimds  to  continue  the  levee  rehabilitation  project  currentiy  underway  in  Arkansas  to  correct  the 
deficiencies  and  make  the  levies  easier  to  properly  maintain. 

With  navigation  now  a  reality  to  Shreveport,  Louisiana,  we  are  most  pleased  that  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  is  currently  conducting  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  feasibility  of  extending  the 
authorization  of  navigation  to  Southwest  Arkansas. 

The  Red  River  Chloride  Project  is  extremely  imponant  to  the  citizens  of  the  Red  River 
Valley  in  Texas,  Oklahoma.  Arkansas  and  Louisiana.  Its  completion  will  provide  water  quality 
benefits  to  municipalities,  agriculture  and  industry. 
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REP  RIVER  gMSPGENCY  BANK  PROTECTION 

fLOmSIANA.   OKLAHOMA.   ARKANSAS   AND  TFXAS) 

The  most  imponani  need  for  funding  under  this  program  in  Arkansas  is  for  the  construction 
of  Finn  Revetment  Phase  II,  Dickson  Revetment  and  Canale  Revetment  Continued  neglect  of  the 
caving  banks  in  Arkansas  will  substantially  worsen  alignment  of  the  river,  making  future 
realignment  for  navigation  and  stabilization  more  cosdy  and  difficult  and  will  erode  the  remaining 
works  resulting  in  a  waste  of  the  original  construction  funds.  Many  caving  banks  still  have  an 
existing  alignment  that  is  usable  for  the  navigation  channel  when  it  is  authorized,  and  those  banks 
should  be  preserved  now. 

These  three  Revetments  should  be  initiated  to  stop  the  loss  of  valuable  farmland  and  to  stop 
the  transfer  of  large  quantities  of  sediment  to  the  navigation  system  downstream.  These  reaches  of 
the  river  have  been  identified  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  as  having  the  most  severe  bank  caving. 

We  urge  that  $12  million  be  appropriated  for  Emergency  Bank  Protection  for  the 
construction  of  Dickson  Revetment  and  Canale  Revement  and  for  funds  to  initiate  engineering  and 
design  of  Finn  Revetment  Phase  n  and  Hurricane  Revetment  for  FY96  and  that  such  sum  remain 
available  until  expended  for  such  design  and  constructioiL 


RED  RIVER  LEVEES  ANP  BANK  STABILIZATION 
BELOW  DENISON  DAM 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  indicated  a  few  years  ago  that  the  levees  along  the  main  stem  of  the 
Red  River  in  Arkansas  required  reshaping  to  conform  to  current  design  standards.  Funding  is 
needed  to  allow  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  to  determine  the  deficiencies  in  the  project 
levees  in  Arkansas  from  Index,  Arkansas  to  the  Louisiana  State  Line  that  are  a  matter  of  grave 
concern  to  the  levee  districts,  and  to  continue  detailed  design  for  construction  of  remedial 
measures.  The  levees  were  severely  tested  by  the  May  1990  flood,  and  it  is  apparent  that 
reshaping  is  needed  to  allow  vehicular  traffic  on  top  of  the  levees  for  inspection  during  a  flood  and 
to  allow  more  comprehensive  maintenance  to  be  accomplished  by  having  a  more  gentie  slope  on 
both  sides  of  the  levees  which  will  also  increase  their  integrity.  Tlus  study  began  during  fiscal  year 
1992  from  a  previous  appropriation,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  let  a  contract  from  funds 
appropriated  by  the  Congress  for  fiscal  year  1994  to  rehabilitate  2.4  tniles  of  the  levee  beginning  at 
the  Arkansas-Texas  boundary  and  extending  downstream  on  the  right  descending  bank  of  Red 
River.  The  Congress  appropriated  S3.5  million  to  continue  the  project  during  fiscal  year  1994  and 
$1.5  million  during  fiscal  year  1995  to  construct  Items  No.  2,  3  and  4  and  the  association  urges 
that  $3.3  million  be  appropriated  to  continue  the  levee  rehabilitation  project  in  Aricansas  for  the 
construction  of  Item  No.  5  and  Item  No.  9  and  to  design  Item  No.  6  during  fiscal  year  1996. 


MrKTNNEY  BAYOU  PROTKCT 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  testified  earlier  this  year  for  funds  to  initiate  a  reconnaissance  study 
of  drainage  in  Miller  County,  Arkansas.  The  project  is  known  as  the  McKinney  Bayou  Projea  as 
it  is  the  principal  drainage  ditch  in  the  County.  Due  to  the  thousand  of  acres  of  land  cleared  in 
Miller  County  during  the  past  25  years,  the  ditch  is  grossly  inadequate  to  handle  the  drainage  after 
heavy  rains.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association  joins  with  the  Arkansas  Red  River  Commission  to 
request  that  the  $450,000  contained  in  the  President's  budget  be  appropriated  to  allow  initiation  of 
this  reconnaissance  study  during  FY96. 


T.TTTT.F  RTVFK   rOTTNTY.  ARKANSAS 

Reconnaissance  studies  have  identified  a  Federal  interest  in  this  economically  feasible 
project.  Congress  appropriated  $200,000  for  a  feasibility  study  to  be  performed  during  FY96  but 
the  study  has  not  been  performed  for  lack  of  a  cost  sharing  non-Federal  sponsor.  We  request  that 
these  funds  be  used  for  such  feasibility  study  without  the  requirement  of  cost  sharing.  This  project 
should  be  coordinated  with  the  Bowie  County  Levee  project,  funds  for  which  are  being  sought  by 
the  State  of  Texas  as  the  two  projects  substantially  affea  each  other. 

PEP  RIVER  CHI.ORIDE  CQNTRO;.  PROJECT 

Con^ss  appropriated  $16M  for  this  projea  during  FY96,  but  it  has  not  been  expanded 
due  to  objections  to  the  project  filed  by  the  U.  S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service.  We  ask  that  these  funds 
remain  available  for  such  projea  until  the  problem  with  the  U.  S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  has  been 
resolved. 
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IX.   PLATFORMS,  RESOLUTIONS  AMD  PROGRAM  OF  WORK 

RED  RIVER  VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Red  River  Valiey  Association  is  a  voluntary  group  of  citizens 
banaed  together  to  advance  tne  economic  development  and  future 
well-being  or  tne  citizens  of  the  four  state  Red  River  Basin  area 
in  ArKansas,  Louisiana,  Oklahoma  and  Texas. 

For  the  past  70  years,  the  Association  has  done  notaole  work  m  the 
support  and  advancement  of  programs  to  develop  the  land  and  water 
resources  of  the  Valley  to  the  beneficial  use  of  ail  the  people. 
To  this  end,  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  offers  its  full 
support  and  assistance  to  the  various  Port  Authorities,  Chambers  of 
Commerce,  Economic  Development  Districts  ana  otner  local 
governmental  entities  in  deveioping  the  area  along  the  Red  River. 

The  Resolutions  contained  herein  were  adopted  cy  the  Association 
during  its  70th  Annual  Meeting  in  Shreveport,  Louisiana  on  February 
16,  1995,  and  represent  the  combined  concerns  of  tne  citizens  of 
tne  Red  River  Basin  area  as  they  pertain  to  the  goals  of  tne 
Association,  specifically: 

Economic  and  Community  Development 

Flood  Control 

Bank  StaDl iization 

A  Clean  Water  Supply  for  Resiaentiai,  Commercial, 

Industrial  ana  Agriculture  Uses 

Solar  and  Hydroelectric  Power  Generation 

Recreation 

Navigation 

Environmental  Balance 


The  Red  River  Valley  Association  is  aware  of  the  constraints  on  the 
federal  buaget,  and  has  kept  those  restraints  in  mind  as  these 
Resolutions  were  adopted.  Therefore,  and  because  of  the  far- 
reaching  regional  and  national  benefits  addressed  by  the  various 
projects  covered  in  these  Resolutions,  we  urge  the  members  of 
Congress  to  review  the  materials  contained  herein  and  give  serious 
consideration  to  funding  the  projects  at  the  levels  requested. 

John  F.  Stroud 
President 


Phil  Alfora 
Vice-President,  Arkansas 


Jerry  Boughton 
Vice-President,  Louisiana 


William  C.  Chapman 
Vice-President,  Oklahoma 


Ron  Glenn 
Vice-President,  Texas 


Richard  Brontoli 
Executive  Director 


Rex  Bryan 
Secretary- Treasurer 


X.   BASIN  WIDE  PROJECTS 

APPROPRIATIONS  RESOLUTIONS 

RED  RIVER  WATERWAY  PROJECT 

The  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1968  authorized  the  Red  River 
Waterway  Project  featuring  a  navigation  channel  from  the 
Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport-Bossier  City,  Louisiana  and 
Daingerf ield,  Texas;  and  stabilization  of  the  banks  of  the  Red 
River  from  the  Mississippi  River  to  Shreveport-Bossier  City, 
Louisiana;  Shreveport-Bossier  City,  Louisiana  to  Daingerf ield; 
Shreveport-Bossier  City,  Louisiana  to  Index,  Arkansas;  and  vicinity 
of  Index,  Arkansas  to  Denison  Dam,  Texas.  Construction  of  all 
Locks  and  Dams  are  now  complete.  Locks  and  Dams  4  and  5  in  the  Red 
River  to  Shreveport-Bossier  City,  Louisiana  were  placed  into 
operation  January  1,  1995. 

It  is  requested  that  $16,673,000  be  appropriated  to  direct  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  construction  on  the  Red  River 
Navigation  Project.  In  addition  $9,714,000  is  requested  for 
operation  and  maintenance  funds  to  keep  the  Red  River  a  safe 
navigable  waterway. 

Completion  of  this  stretch  of  the  Red  River  Waterway  will 
significantly  boost  the  economy  throughout  the  river  basin  and 
reduce  widespread  unemployment  in  the  area.  Average  annual  shipping 
on  the  waterway  is  expected  to  be  over  8  million  tons  and  estimated 
benefits  are  expected  to  be  greater  than  $107  million  annually. 
This  type  of  progress  should  not  be  denied  citizens  of  the  Red 
River  Basin  and  the  nation. 

At  present,  the  communities  of  Alexandria/Pinevil le  in  Rapides 
Parish,  Natchitoches  Parish,  and  Shreveport-Bossier  City  in  the 
parishes  of  Caddo  and  Bossier,  have  purchased  lands  for  the 
development  of  public  port  facilities  in  their  respective  areas. 

The  Caddo-Bossier  Port  Commission  completed  Phase  A  of  their  port 
in  Feb.  1993.  Phase  1  construction  continues.  The  $8.5  million 
allocated  for  Phase  1  is  also  complete.  The  Caddo-Bossier 
facilities  are  being  developed  in  response  to  needs  expressed  for 
the  availability  of  waterborne  transportation  facilities  by  many 
<i  .1.  ing  industries  in  the  Port  Commission's  service  area  which 
extends  to  Dal  las/Ft .Worth,  according  to  a  study  commissioned  by 
the  Port  Commission.  They  will  start  moving  cargo  across  their 
facility  this  year  with  the  announcement  of  two  major  petroleum 
companies  relocating  to  the  port  as  well  as  a  major  ethanol  plant 
headquartered  in  New  Englund. 

The  Alexandria  Regional  Port  has  infrastructure  in  place  and  has 
been  the  nations  largest  port  for  military  cargo,  which  uses  the 
waterway  to  transport  military  training  units  to  Ft.  Polk, 
Louisiana.  Development  for  commercial  commodities  at  the  port 
continues. 


The  Red  River  Navigation  Project  originally  was  recognized  and 
should  now  be  viewed  as  a  whole  project  producing  benefits  for  the 
entire  region  and  nation. 


BASIN  WIDE  PROJECTS  (Continuation) 

RED  RIVER  BASIN  CHLORIDE  CONTROL  PROJECT 

Natural  mineral  pollutants  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Red  River 
Basin  are  rendering  downstream  waters  unusable  for  most  purposes. 
The  primary  pollutants  are  chlorides  and  sulfates. 

The  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  initiated  a  study  in  1957  to  locate 
the  natural  pollution  areas  and  determine  the  contribution  of 
pollutants  from  the  individual  areas  to  the  Red  River.  It  was 
determined  that  10  natural  salt  source  areas  located  in  the  basin 
contribute  a  daily  average  of  about  3,600  tons  of  salt  (as  NaCl)  to 
the  Red  River.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Tulsa  District, 
entered  the  study  in  1959  to  recommend  measures  to  control  the 
natural  pollution.  Structural  measures  were  recommended  for  8  of 
the  10  salt  source  areas. 

An  experimental  project  at  Area  V  near  Estelline,  Texas  was 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962.  The  project  consists 
of  a  9-foot-high  by  340  foot  diameter  earthen  dike  encompassing  a 
brine  spring  and  a  4-foot-wide  concrete  outlet  flume  with  stoplogs 
to  control  flow.  With  the  project  in  operation  since  January  1964, 
surface  flow  from  the  spring  has  been  suppressed,  thus  preventing 
over  240  tons  of  chlorides  per  day  from  entering  Prairie  Dog  Town 
Pork  of  the  Red  River. 

Structural  measures  for  chloride  control  at  Areas  VII,  VIII,  and  X 
in  the  Wichita  River  Basin  above  Lake  Kemp  were  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1966  (PL  89-789),  and  structural  measures  for 
Areas  VI,  IX,  XIII,  and  XIV  were  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1970  (PL  91-611).  Actual  construction,  however,  was  not  to 
be  initiated  until  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
President.  The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1970  was  amended  by  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1976  to  eliminate  the  required 
approval  of  the  President  to  initiate  construction. 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1974  (PL  93-251), 
specifically  authorized  construction  of  chloride  control  measures 
at  Area  VIII,  located  -n  i  l.o  South  Fork  of  the  Wichita  River  in 
King  and  Knox  Counties,  Texas.  The  project  includes  a  low-flow  dam 
with  a  deflatable  weir  to  collect  brine  flows  emitting  from  the 
area,  Truscott  Brine  Reservoir,  located  near  Truscott,  Texas,  for 
brine  storage,  and  a  pump  station  and  pipeline  to  deliver  the  brine 
to  the  impoundment.  Construction  began  in  the  fall  of  1976  and  the 
project  was  placed  in  operation  in  May  1987.  Area  VIII  continues 
to  exceed  design  specifications  and  currently  controls  over  168 
tons  of  chlorides  daily. 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  (PL  99-662)  required 
that  a  special  panel  evaluate  the  improvement  in  water  quality 
downstream  of  Area  VIII  to  determine  its  consistency  with  the  water 
quality  assumed  in  the  development  of  project  benefits.  A 
favorable  report  was  submitted  to  the  Assistance  Secretary  of  the 
Army  (Civil  Works)  and  the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
Transportation  of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  August  of  1988. 
PL  99-662  authorizes  100%  federal  funding  and  construction  of  the 
remaining  control  features  contingent  upon  the  favorable  evaluation 
of  the  panel . 


rm 


387 


BASIN  WIDE  PROJECTS  (Continuation) 

Congress  appropriated  $5  million  in  FY  1991,  $3  million  in  FY  1992, 
S6  million  in  FY  1993,  $4  million  in  FY  1994  and  $16  million  in  FY 
1995  which  was  in  the  President's  Budget  for  the  first  time  ever. 
These  funds  were  to  continue  design  and  construction  of  Areas  VI, 
VII,  IX  and  X  and  the  Crowell  Brine  Reservoir.  Construction  of 
part  of  the  brine  collection  facilities  (pump  station  and  low  flow 
dam)  at  Area  X  was  initiated  in  September  1991  and  is  complete. 
Accelerated  design  of  the  remaining  chloride  control  features  was 
approved  in  FY  1994  to  permit  construction  as  additional  funds 
become  available. 

Real  estate  acquisition  for  Area  VI,  VII,  IX,  and  the  Crowell  Brine 
Reservoir  was  scheduled  to  begin  in  FY  1993,  but  was  postponed 
pending  the  outcome  of  the  economic  re-evaluation  report  ordered  by 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Civil  Works  which  was 
subsequently  approved  in  November  1993  and  further  instructed  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  complete  all  remaining  areas  of  the  project. 

As  part  of  the  process  to  complete  a  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  USFWS  objected  to  the  project  in  August 
1994.  This  was  a  surprise  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  since  they  had 
been  coordinating  with  USFWS  since  1991  and  there  was  no  indication 
they  would  deliver  a  negative  opinion.  This  has  stopped  all 
construction  work  and  effectively  delayed  the  project  by  one  year 
even  though  the  Corps  is  continuing  with  design  and  land 
acquisition. 

We  ask  that  you  continue  to  support  this  project  and  question  the 
validity  of  the  issues  in  which  the  USFWS  bases  their  objection. 
We  request  your  continued  support  to  get  this  criticrtl  project  back 
into  the  construction  phase  as  soon  as  possible. 

BANK  STABILIZATION  ON  THE  RED  RIVER 

RED  RIVER  LEVEES  AND  BANK  STABILIZATION  BELOW  DENISON  DAM 

Red  River  Levees  and  Bank  Stabilization  Below  Denison  Dam  is  the 
authorization  for  constructing  levees,  flood  control  structures  and 
bank  stabilization  below  Denison  Dam.  The  facilities  constructed 
under  this  authorization  are  the  first  lines  of  flood  protection 
for  the  Red  River  Valley  and  its  citizens.  Accelerated  and  new 
caving  of  the  river  banks  of  the  Red  River  continue  to  endanger 
existing  flood  control  structures  and  levees  as  well  as  valuable 
agricultural  lands,  highways,  railroads,  utilities,  home  md  other 
valuable  resources  and  improvements  within  the  Red  River  Valley. 

A  systematic  program  of  bank  stabilization  and  other  flood  control 
measures  can  prevent  these  disastrous  losses  that  are  presently 
occurring. 


BASIN  WIDE  PROJECTS  (Continuation) 


Because  of  the  construction  of  the  Red  River  Waterway  Project,  a 
dangerous  tendency  has  developed  to  de-emphasize  construction  of 
flood  control  and  bank  stabilization  works  under  the  Red  River 
Levees  and  Bank  Stabilization  program.  This  tendency  should  be 
halted  and  reversed  least  the  impression  be  created  that  the 
program  is  no  longer  needed  or  has  been  completed.  Following  the 
disastrous  flood  of  May  1990,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the 
importance  of  properly  maintained  levees  and  of  bank  stabilization. 
All  areas  not  protected  by  properly  maintained  levees  were  flooded 
and  the  only  protection  from  enormous  bank  caving  was  where 
revetment  projects  have  been  constructed  by  the  Corps. 

The  Red  River  Levees  and  Bank  Stabilization  Below  Denison  Dam 
Project  is  the  only  comprehensive  flood  control  program  on  the  Red 
River  containing  authorization  for  construction  of  a  variety  of 
flood  control  measures,  levees  and  other  flood  control  works.  Some 
of  the  projects  planned  in  the  original  authorization  project  have 
not  been  completed  and  these  must  be  constructed  in  order  for  the 
citizens  of  the  Red  River  to  derive  necessary  flood  protection. 

Only  minimal  funds  have  been  appropriated  by  Congress  for  the  Red 
River  Levees  and  Stabilization  Below  Denison  Dam  in  recent  years. 
Bank  caving  on  the  Red  River  has  progressed  in  several  locations  to 
a  critical  state.  Railroads,  major  public  highways,  levees  and 
other  flood  control  works  are  threatened,  and  unless  action  is 
taken  in  the  near  future,  these  facilities  will  be  destroyed, 
endangering  lives  and  property  of  the  citizens  of  the  Red  River 
Valley. 

Another  example  of  flood  control  work  needed  is  levee  reshaping 
along  the  main  stem  of  Red  River  in  the  state  of  Arkansas.  Many  of 
these  levee  sections  were  severely  tested  by  the  May  1990  flood, 
and  it  is  apparent  that  reshaping  is  needed  to  increase  their 
integrity,  substantially  reduce  maintenance  costs,  and  provide 
additional  structural  strength  at  appropriate  elevations  needed  to 
protect  citizens,  agricultural  land  and  transportation  systems. 
The  Corps  has  completed  an  engineering  study  of  the  Levees  on  the 
Red  River  from  Index,  AR  to  the  Louisiana  State  line  to  establish 
and  prioritize  levee  locations  that  have  deficient  grades,  slopes 
and  crown.  This  report  included  the  recommendations  with 
construction  costs  for  all  identified  areas.  Any  funds  not  expended 
for  the  engineering  study  should  be  applied  to  the  highest  priority 
area  to  develop  contracts  and  construction  plans  and  drawings.  The 
first  phase  of  construction  an  the  Miller  County  Levee  System  was 
completed  in  1994. 

In  summary,  it  is  imperative  that  Red  River  Levees  and  Bank 
Stabilization  Below  Denison  Dam  continue  as  authorized  by  Congress 
and  that  adequate  funding  be  appropriated  to  accomplish  the 
construction  of  this  needed  protection.  The  Red  River  Valley 
Association  recommends  that  $3.3  million  be  appropriated  for  this 
project  in  FY96. 


BASIN  WIDE  PROJECTS  (Continuation) 
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EMERGENCY  BANK  PROTECTION 

Although  Federal  projects  have  been  authorized  for  flood  control 
and  navigation,  many  active  caving  banks  cannot  be  stabilized 
because  they  are  not  yet  sufficiently  advanced  or  not  included  in 
earlier  authorizations.  The  result  is  continuing,  rampant 
destruction  of  valuable  lands,  threatening  vital  flood  control 
facilities  and  endangering  high-cost  improvements  such  as  bridges, 
pipelines,  highways  railroads,  utilities,  cities  and  towns. 

It  is  urgent  that  adequate  funding  of  the  item  "Emergency  Bank 
Protection"  be  continued  to  construct  bank  stabilization  work  as 
early  as  possible  in  the  most  critical  locations  instead  of  waiting 
several  more  years  and  experiencing  the  loss  of  millions  of  dollars 
due  to  damages.  Further,  continued  neglect  of  these  caving  banks 
will  substantially  worsen  alignment  of  the  River,  making  future 
navigation  realignment  and  stabilization  much  more  costly  and 
difficult.  Many  presently  caving  banks  have  an  existing  alignment 
that  is  usable  for  the  navigation  channel  and  should  be  preserved 
now. 


In  view  of  the  critical  need  for  immediate  bank  stabilization  at 
many  locations  along  the  river,  and  the  great  unnecessary  losses  to 
caving  activity  which  have  been  suffered  by  the  people  of  the  Red 
River  Valley  in  the  past  and  which  can  be  expected  to  continue  in 
the  absence  of  immediate  stabilization  construction,  the  Red  River 
Valley  Association  requests  that  the  Congress  direct  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  expend  S14.2  million  in  FY96  for  Red  River  Emergency 
Bank  Protection  for  construction.  See  Section  XI,  Arkansas  Projects 
and  Section  XII  Louisiana  Projects. 

BANK  STABILIZATION  -  INDEX,  ARKAHSAS  TO  DENISON  DAM 

Widely  fluctuating  stages  and  high  flows  during  the  past  several 
years  have  caused  sharp  increases  in  bank  caving  along  the  Red 
River  from  Index,  AR  to  Denison  Dam.  This  accelerated  bank  caving 
has  caused  the  loss  of  valuable,  vital  improvements  and  non- 
replaceable  prime  agricultural  lands.  Flood  control  structures  and 
levees  which  protect  the  Valley  from  disastrous  floods  are  also 
endangered.  These  disastrous  losses  can  be  stopped  by  a  systematic 
program  of  bank  stabilization.  Progressive  construction  of  such  a 
program  is  absolutely  essential  to  the  safety  growth  and  well-being 
of  the  Red  River  Valley.  To  further  delay  this  vitally  needed 
protection  would  be  short-sighted. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  construction  of  bank  stabilization  is  so 
important  to  the  citizens  along  the  Red  River  boundary  of  Oklahoma 
and  Texas  we  strongly  recommend  allowing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
proceed  with  a  "demonstration  project."  There  are  new  techniques 
which  we  believe  are  less  expensive  with  better  results  than  the 
traditional  methods.  One  new  technique  is  the  underwater  bendway 
weir. 
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We  request  that  the  Corps  select  three  locations  to  use  this 
technique  and  analyze  their  effectiveness  to  stop  bank  erosion  as 
well  as  a  comparison  of  cost  benefits  to  traditional  methods. 


MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  endorses  the  Mississippi  River  and 
Tributaries  Flood  Control  Project,  including  all  of  its  features 
and  components,  and  stresses  the  importance  of  aggressively 
completing  all  features,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  the  Red 
River  Basin  and  its  improvements.  Since  the  Red  River  is  a  major 
factor  in  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Flood  Control 
Project,  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  endorses  the  flood 
control  and  navigation  improvements  of  the  MRST  Project  and 
necessary  appropriations  for  completion. 
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XI-   ARKANSAS  PROJECTS 

APPROPRIATIONS  RESOLUTIONS 

RED  RIVER  LEVEES  AND  BANK  STABILIZATION  BELOW  DENISON  DAM 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  indicated  a  few  years  ago  that  the  levees 
along  the  main  stem  of  the  Red  River  in  Arkansas  required  reshaping 
to  conform  to  current  design  standards.  Funding  is  needed  to  allow 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  determine  the  deficiencies  in  the  project 
levees  in  Arkansas  from  Index,  Arkansas  to  the  Louisiana  State  Line 
that  are  a  matter  of  grave  concern  to  the  levee  districts,  and  to 
continue  detailed  design  for  construction  of  remedial  measures.  The 
levees  were  severely  tested  by  the  May  1990  flood,  and  it  is 
apparent  that  reshaping  is  needed  to  allow  vehicular  traffic  on  top 
of  the  levees  for  inspection  during  a  flood  and  to  allow  more 
comprehensive  maintenance  to  be  accomplished  by  having  a  more 
gentle  slope  on  both  sides  of  the  levee  which  will  also  increase 
their  integrity.  This  study  began  during  fiscal  year  1992  from  a 
previous  appropriation,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  let  a  contract 
from  funds  appropriated  by  the  Congress  for  fiscal  year  1994  to 
rehabilitate  2.4  miles  of  the  levee  beginning  at  the  Arkansas-Texas 
boundary  and  extending  downstream  on  the  right  descending  bank  of 
Red  River.  The  Congress  appropriated  $1.5  million  to  continue  the 
project  during  fiscal  year  1995.  The  Association  urges  that  $3.3 
million  be  appropriated  to  continue  the  levee  rehabilitation 
project  in  Arkansas  for  the  construction  of  Item  No.  5  and  Item  No. 
9  during  fiscal  year  1996  and  for  the  design  of  Item  No.  6. 


EMERGENCY  BANK  PROTECTION 

The  most  important  need  for  funding  under  this  program  in  Arkansas 
is  for  the  construction  of  Finn  Revetment  Phase  II,  Dickson 
Revetment  and  Canal e  Revetment.  Continued  neglect  of  the  caving 
banks  in  Arkansas  will  substantially  worsen  alignment  of  the  river, 
making  future  realignment  for  navigation  and  stabilization  more 
costly  and  will  erode  the  remaining  works  resulting  in  a  waste  of 
the  original  construction  funds.  Many  caving  banks  still  have  an 
existing  alignment  that  is  usable  for  the  navigation  channel  when 
it  is  authorized,  and  those  banks  should  be  preserved  now. 

These  three  Revetments  should  also  be  initiated  to  stop  the  loss  of 
valuable  farmland  and  to  stop  the  transfer  of  large  quantities  of 
sediment  to  the  navigation  system  downstream.  These  reaches  of  the 
river  have  been  identified  as  having  the  most  severe  bank  caving. 


We  urge  that  the  $12  million  be  appropriated  in  FY  96  for  continued 
construction  on  the  Dickson  Revetment  and  Canale  Revetment.  In 
addition  the  Corps  should  be  directed  to  initiate  design  and 
engineering  on  Finn  Revetment  Phase  II  and  Hurricane  Revetment. 
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McKIWWEY  BAYOU  PROJECT 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  testify  this  Spring  for  funds  to 
initiate  a  reconnaissance  study  of  drainage  in  Miller  County, 
Arkansas.  The  project  is  known  as  the  McKinney  Bayou  Project  as  it 
is  the  principal  drainage  ditch  in  the  County.  Due  to  the  thousand 
of  acres  of  land  cleared  in  Miller  County  during  the  past  25  years, 
the  ditch  is  grossly  inadequate  to  handle  the  d.  .  ...j.-  aftor  heavy 
rains.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association  joins  with  the  Arkansas 
Red  River  Commission  to  request  $450,000  be  appropriated  to  allow 
this  reconnaissance  study  during  FY95. 

LITTLE  RIVER  COUNTY  STUDY 

The  Congress  appropriated  $150,000.00  in  FY92  and  $237,000  and 
$400,000  in  the  ensuring  fiscal  years  to  conduct  in  Little  River 
County  a  feasibility  study.  The  feasibility  study  is  to  explore  the 
modification  of  existing  levees  and  the  construction  of  new  levees 
to  avoid  a  possible  repeat  of  the  devastating  flood  in  May  of  1990. 
Funding  of  $700,000  is  needed  to  conduct  a  general  re-evaluation 
study  of  Little  River  County  levees.  The  PED  cost  will  be  100 
percent  federally  funded.  We  request  an  additional  $1,000,000  to 
initiate  construction  for  a  total  appropriation  request  in  FY95  of 
$1.7  million. 


XII.   LOOISIAMA  PROJECTS 


APPROPRIATION  RESOLUTIONS 

RED  RIVER  WATERWAY  PROJECT  NAVIGATION  TO  SHREVEPORT-BOSSIER  CITY 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  and  Louisiana  delegation  are 
appreciative  for  the  FY95  appropriations  to  complete  Locks  and  Dams 
4  and  5.  Completion  of  navigation  to  Shreveport-Bossier  City  will 
significantly  boost  the  economy  throughout  the  river  basin. 

There  is  still  work  ahead  of  us  to  maintain  and  develop  the 
navigation  channel.  We  request  that  $16,673,000  be  appropriated  in 
FY96  to  continue  construction  on  the  following  items  in  this 
project:  Initiate  construction  on  Shell  Point  structure  and 
complete  construction  on  St.  Maurice  Capout ,  Kadesh  Capout, 
Coushatta  Recreation  Facility,  Westdale  Capout,  Piermont  Closure 
Repair,  Shreveport/Bossier  City  Recreation  Sites,  MaDade  Capout, 
Cecil e  Capout,  Moss  Capout,  Curtis  Capout  and  Elm  Grove  Capout. 

It  is  also  imperative  that  $9,714,000  be  appropriated  to  operate 
and  maintain  this  waterway  to  insure  reliable  commercial 
navigation. 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  encourages  and  supports  the 
continuation  of  the  Loggy  Bayou  mitigation  project  and  initiation 
of  the  Bayou  Bodcaw  mitigation.  These  are  important  environmental 
projects  for  the  overall  system  of  the  Red  River. 

Recognizing  that  recreation  is  an  integral  component  of  the  Red 
River  Waterway  Project,  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  supports 
the  development  of  recreational  facilities  as  a  part  of  the  overall 
project  construction.  The  Master  Plan  for  Recreation  is  being  re- 
evaluated by  the  Red  River  Waterway  Commission  of  Louisiana  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  We  support  a  quick  completion  of  this  re- 
evaluation,  public  comment,  and  then  funding  to  construct  the 
recommended  sites. 


RED  RIVER  BACKWATER  AREA 

The  1941  Flood  Control  Act  authorized  protection  of  additional 
areas  in  the  Red  River  Backwater  Area,  where  justifiable.  A  review 
in  the  late  1950s  concluded  that  additional  flood  protection  works 
were  justified  and  authorized  for  the  Larto  Lake  to  Jonesville 
area,  the  Sicily  Island  area,  the  Below  Red  River  area,  and  the 
Tensas-Cocodrie  area.  The  Larto  Lake  to  Jonesville  area  and  the 
Tensas-Cocodrie  area  levee  systems  have  been  constructed  and  the 
Tensas-Cocodrie  Pumping  Station  is  completed.  The  Tensas-Cocodrie 
levees,  were  substantially  completed  in  FY92.  Construction  of  these 
projects  should  be  completed  at  the  earliest  possible  time  to 
provide  the  protection  determined  to  be  justified,  authorized  and 
necessary  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  capabilities.  The 
Association  supports  the  continued  construction  of  the  Sicily 
Island  Area  and  requests  appropriations  of  $11,294,000. 


LOUISIANA  PROJECTS  (Continuation) 

ALOHA-RIGOLETTE  PROJECT 

This  project,  initially  authorized  in  1941  and  constructed  during 
the  1948-54  period,  provides  for  the  protection  during  high  stages 
of  the  Red  River  of  some  58,000  acres  of  alluvial  land.  Drainage 
from  340,000  acres  that  must  flow  through  protected  areas  during 
lower  river  stages  is  disposed  of  by  gravity  flow  through  two  10 
foot  by  10  foot  gated  concrete  drainage  structures  in  the  levee  at 
the  lower  end  of  the  project.  This  protected  area  has  continued  to 
develop  agriculturally  since  construction  of  the  project  and  now 
additional  gates  are  needed  to  allow  adequate  gravity  drainage 
during  low  river  stages.  As  a  result,  local  interests  requested 
that  additional  studies  be  made  of  the  project,  paying  particular 
attention  to  the  adequacy  of  the  flood  gate  which  has  now  been 
determined  to  be  significantly  inadequate  for  current  conditions. 

A  feasibility  study  was  completed  by  the  New  Orleans  District, 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  June  1989.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association 
urges  that  Congress  appropriate  the  full  capability  of  the  Corps 
FY96  budget,  $2,379,000  to  continue  construction  activities  for  the 
project  on  the  Bayou  Darrow  flood  gate,  clearing  and  snagging  of 
channels,  the  low  flow  structure  and  continued  mitigation. 

LOWER  RED  RIVER  SOUTH  BANK  LEVEE 

The  South  Bank  Levee  is  a  feature  of  the  Mississippi  River  and 
Tributaries  Flood  Control  Project  and  calls  for  improvement  of  the 
existing  levee  from  the  community  of  Hot  Wells,  LA  to  Moncla,  LA. 
Construction  procedures  include:  strengthening  and  enlarging 
substandard  levee  reaches,  raising  the  levee  to  the  designed  grade, 
bank  stabilization  to  protect  the  levee  and  other  miscellaneous 
levee  and  roadway  improvements.  This  levee  is  of  extreme  importance 
since  it  protects  1.25  million  acres  of  valuable  lands  and 
improvements  from  flooding.  This  work  should  be  completed  in  a 
timely  and  orderly  manner;  therefore,  the  Red  River  Valley 
Association  endorses  an  adequate  appropriation  by  Congress  for 
FY95. 

RED  RIVER  EMERGENCY  BANK  PROTECTION 

Continued  neglect  of  the  caving  banks,  north  of  Shreveport/Bossier 
City  will  substantially  worsen  alignment  of  the  river.  This  will 
increase  the  lose  of  prime  farmlands  and  increase  the  transfer  of 
large  quantities  of  sediment  to  the  navigation  system  downstream. 

Funds  were  authorized  in  FY95  and  the  Corps  has  completed  design 
for  Cat  Island  Revetment.  We  request  that  $2.2  million  be 
appropriated  for  the  construction  of  Cat  Island  Revetment. 
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LOUISIANA  PROJECTS  (Continuation) 

In  addition,  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  requests  to  continue 
design  of  repairs  or  a  replacement  structure  for  the  Bayou  Rapides 
Drainage  structure  and  Pump  Plant,  as  a  feature  of  the  MR&T 
Project,  Lower  Red  River,  South  Bank  Levee.  The  Association  is 
aware  of  the  deteriorated  condition  of  the  Bayou  Rapides  Drainage 
Structure  and  Pump  Station  which  is  located  within  the  Lower  Red 
River,  South  Bank  Levee  Project  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
15  May  1928;  P.  L.  391,  70th  Congress.  The  project  consists  of 
incorporation  and  enlargement  of  existing  flood  control  features 
along  the  South  Bank  Levee  alignment  to  provide  protection  to  the 
area  south  and  we:3t  of  the  Red  River  from  Hot  Wells  to  Monca, 
includin.j  the  City  of  Alexandria.  This  floodgate  and  pump  station 
was  constructed  in  1935  along  the  alignment  of  the  subject  project 
levee  to  provide  a  control  at  the  outlet  of  Bayou  Rapides  and  to 
prevent  flooding  by  Red  River  Backwater.  Reviews  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers;  Louisiana  Department  of  Transportation  and 
Development;  and  the  Red  River,  Atchafalaya  and  Bayou  Boeuf  Levee 
District  determined  that  the  structure  has  severe  structural 
deterioration  and  obsolete  pumping  equipment.  Failure  during  a 
project  flood  would  be  disastrous  with  regard  to  the  loss  of  life 
as  well  as  property.  The  structure  location  is  adjacent  to 
Rapides  General  Hospital  and  the  downtown  area  of  Alexandria.  The 
Association  urges  Congress  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
continue  design  of  a  replacement  for  the  Bayou  Rapides  Drainage 
Structure  and  Pump  station  with  Operation  and  Maintenance  Funds 
of  $577,000  as  a  major  rehabilitation. 


AOTHORIZATIONS  AND/OR  APPROPRIATIONS  SUPPORTED 

BAYOU  COCODRIE  AND  TRIBUTARIES 

This  project  was  authorized  in  1941  and  provides  a  drainage  outfall 
for  a  large  area  of  central  Louisiana,  including  120  miles  of 
drainage  channel ,  three  water  control  structures  and  a  major 
drainage  structure  in  the  West  Atchafalaya  Basin  Protection  Levee. 
The  upper  100  miles  of  the  project  extending  from  Rapides  Island 
west  of  Alexandria,  Rapides  Parish,  to  the  tow  of  Washington,  St. 
Landry  Parish,  is  known  as  the  Bayou  Boeuf -Cocodrie  Diversion 
Channel.  The  lower  21  miles  of  this  channel  is  known  as  Bayou 
Courtableau. 


Most  of  the  project  was  completed  in  1952.  Since  that  time,  as  a 
result  of  extensive  developments  throughout  this  intercept  drainage 
area,  stages  in  the  main  channel  system  have  continued  to  rise  and 
have  exceeded  the  design  water  surface  by  several  feet  on  a  number 
of  occasions.  Under  present  conditions,  widespread  flooding  of 
agricultural  lands  and  extensive  damages  from  flooding  of 
residential  areas  occur  and  continues  increasing  with  each  passing 
year.  There  is  a  critical  need  for  improvements  to  these  drainage 
channels  which  are  intercepted  by  construction  of  the  Red  River 
South  Bank  and  West  Atchafalaya  Floodway  Levees. 


LOOISIAMA  PROJECTS  (Continuation) 

For  the  lower  part  of  the  project  (Bayou  Courtableau) ,  advanced 
engineering  and  design  were  considered  to  be  completed  in  1980.  It 
now  appears  that  additional  studies  of  this  portion  of  the  project 
are  necessary.  These  additional  studies  will  continue  to  delay 
construction  of  several  P.L.  566  projects  for  drainage  improvements 
in  this  area  which  have  not  been  allowed  to  proceed  because  of 
inadequate  outlet  through  Bayou  Courtableau.  The  Red  River  Valley 
Association  urges  that  the  New  Orleans  District  be  provided  the 
appropriations  to  complete  the  lower  part  of  the  project  which 
still  affects  many  of  our  P.L.  566  projects. 

ATCHAFALAYft  BASIW 

The  Atchafalaya  Basin  is  a  key  element  in  the  flood  control  plan 
for  the  Mississippi  River  and  its  Tributaries  that  directly  involve 
the  Red  River  Basin  area.  Flood  control  is  the  primary  purpose  of 
the  Atchafalaya  Basin  and  its  capability  must  be  maintained  and 
improved.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association  opposes  any  plan  for  use 
of  the  Atchafalaya  Basin  which  reduces  its  effectiveness  for  flood 
control.  However,  the  Association  does  not  oppose  other  uses  of  the 
Basin,  provided  that  they  do  not  interfere  with  or  prevent  its  use 
for  flood  control  purposes.  The  Association  urges  that  the  studies 
being  made  on  the  Atchafalaya  Basin  area  be  completed  as  soon  as 
possible  and  construction  of  the  necessary  flood  control  works  in 
the  area  be  resumed  at  a  funding  level  according  to  Corps  of 
Engineer  capabilities. 
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OKLAHOMA  PROJECTS 


APPROPRIATIONS  RESOLUTIONS 

RED  RIVER  BASIN  CHLORIDE  CONTROL  PROJECT 

The  Red  River  Basin  Chloride  Control  Project  is  imperative  in  order 
to  realize  full  utilization  of  surface  water  supplies  in  the  states 
of  Texas,  Oklahoma,  Louisiana  and  Arkansas.  Presently,  more  than 
1,000  miles  of  streams  in  the  river  basin  are  severely  contaminated 
by  natural  brines.  Consequently,  water  of  the  streams  is  not 
suitable  for  municipal  and  most  industrial  and  agricultural 
purposes.  Large  volumes  of  salt  enter  the  streams  from  15  natural 
sources,  10  of  which  are  located  in  Texas.  There  exists  an 
immediate  need  for  good  quality  water  within  the  Red  River  Basin. 

Passage  of  the  1966  and  1970  Flood  Control  Acts  (P.L.  89-789  and 
P.L.  91-611)  authorized  construction  of  measures  to  control  the 
natural  salt  pollution  from  Areas  VI,  VII,  VIII,  IX,  X,  XIII,  XIV 
and  XV  in  the  basin,  subject  to  the  provision  that  construction  on 
the  project  could  not  be  started  until  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army.  Initiating  of  construction  at  Area  viii  on  the  Wichita 
River,  prior  to  the  required  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
was  authorized  by  the  1974  Water  Resources  Act.  Construction  at 
Area  VIII,  which  includes  the  Truscott  Brine  Lake,  was  begun  in 
February  1977.  The  Bateman  Pump  Station,  pi^ieline  and  Truscott 
lake  were  put  into  operation  in  May  of  1987. 

Congress  authorized  construction  of  the  entire  Red  River  Chloride 
Control  Project  to  control  natural  brine  sources  as  a  100  percent 
federal  project  (P.L.  89-789  and  P.L.  91-611).  Subsequently,  the 
components  of  the  overall  project  were  re-evaluated  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  at  the  request  of  Congress,  and  the  results  of  the  re- 
evaluation  have  been  reported  in  the  Corps'  "Supplemental  Data  to 
Arkansas-Red  Basin  Chloride  Control,  Red  River  Basin  Design 
Memorandum  No.  25,  General  Design,  Phase  I-Plan  Formulation", 
Texas,  I  and  II,  Department  of  the  Army,  Tulsa  District  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Oklahoma,  November  1980.  The  re-evaluation  reaffirmed 
both  the  economic  and  technical  feasibility  of  this  project. 
Subsequently,  as  authorized  by  P.L.  99-662,  a  panel  was  formed  to 
assess  the  improvement  in  water  quality  downstream  of  Area  VIII  to 
determine  its  consistency  with  the  water  quality  estimated  in  the 
development  of  project  benefits. 

The  panel  submitted  its  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
Conmittee  on  Environmental  and  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  August  1988.  The  panel  determined  the  operation 
of  the  completed  works  in  Area  VIII  w<>re  consistent  with  the 
project  benefits  projected  by  Design  Memorandum  No.  25,  and 
continues  to  perform  beyond  design  expectations. 
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Current  appropriations  have  initiated  construction  of  the  low  flow 
dams  and  pump  stations  in  Area  VII  and  X,  accelerated  designs  for 
the  Crowell  Brine  Lake  and  brine  detention  reservoir,  and  pump 
stations  and  Salt  Creek  Lake  in  Area  VI.  Congress  appropriated 
$16,000,000  in  FY95  for  the  Tulsa  District  COE  to  continue  this 
work  as  well  as  initiation  of  final  engineering  and  design  at  Areas 
VI,  and  XIII  -  XIV;  however,  construction  activities  have  been 
stopped. 

As  part  of  the  process  to  complete  a  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  USFWS  objected  to  the  project  in  August 
1994.  This  was  a  surprise  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  since  they 
have  been  coordinating  with  USFWS  since  1991  and  there  was  no 
indication  they  would  deliver  an  opinion  to  object.  This  has 
stopped  all  construction  work  and  effectively  delayed  the  project 
by  one  year  even  though  the  Corps  is  continuing  with  design  and 
land  acquisition. 

We  ask  that  you  continue  to  support  this  project  and  question  the 
validity  of  the  issues  in  which  the  USFWS  bases  their  objection. 
We  request  your  continued  support  to  get  this  critical  project  back 
into  the  construction  phase  as  soon  as  possible  and  appropriate 
$200,000  for  FY  96. 

RED  RIVER  BANK  STABILIZATION . INDEX  ARKANSAS  TO  DEWISON  DAM 

Bank  caving  is  not  only  a  serious  problem  between  Shreveport, 
Louisiana,  and  Index,  Arkansas,  but  it  continues  upstream  between 
Index,  Arkansas,  and  Denison  Dam,  Texas.  The  Congress  has 
appropriated  a  total  of  $1  million  for  the  study  of  a  comprehensive 
bank  stabilization  project  in  this  reach  of  the  river  during  the 
past  three  fiscal  years  and  have  not  justified  a  project  using 
conventional  methods. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  construction  of  bank  stabilization  is  so 
important  to  the  citizens  along  the  Red  River  boundary  of  Oklahoma 
and  Texas  we  strongly  recommend  allowing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
proceed  with  a  "demonstration  project".  There  are  new  techniques 
which  we  believe  are  less  expensive  with  better  results  than  the 
traditional  methods.  One  new  technique  is  the  underwater  bendway 
weirs. 

We  request  that  the  Corps  select  three  locations  to  use  this 
technique  and  analyze  their  effectiveness  to  stop  bank  erosion  as 
well  as  a  comparison  of  cost  benefits  to  traditional  methods. 
This  Associations  requests  $200,000  for  the  Corps  to  implement  this 
Demonstration  Project. 
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EMERGENCY  BANK  STABILIZATION 

The  major  flooding  which  occurred  along  the  Red  River  in  May  1990 
caused  considerable  bank  erosion,  and  there  is  the  danger  that  a 
nujnber  of  buildings  and  major  infrastructure  improvements  will  be 
lost  because  of  the  resulting  bank  caving.  Several  of  these 
situations  have  been  made  know  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (Tulsa 
District)  and  they  are  taking  the  steps  necessary  to  determine  what 
treatments  are  needed.  The  Authority  for  the  COE  to  undertake  this 
work  is  included  in  Section  14  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946, 
although  the  President's  FY92  budget  does  not  provide  funding  for 
this  work.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association  urges  Congress  to 
allocate  the  funds  necessary  to  continue  the  work  needed  to  control 
and  stabilize  these  eroding  banks  which  are  endangering 
improvements,  facilities  and  human  life. 


'^ 


A 


400 


Xiy.   TEXAS  PROJECTS 

APPROPRIATIONS  RESOLUTIONS 

Red  River  Basin  Chloride  Control  Proiect 

Significant  environmental  improvements  and  public  benefits  can  be 
realized  with  continued  construction  of  the  Red  River  Basin 
Chloride  Control  Project  in  Texas  and  Oklahoma.  The  project  will 
definitely  improve  the  quality  of  water  supplies  available  for  all 
purposes,  including  municipal,  industrial,  agricultural  and 
recreational  uses  in  all  four  states. 


The  Chloride  Project  is  authorized  under  Public  Laws  89-789  and  91- 
611,  and  the  project's  technical  and  economical  effectiveness  has 
been  successfully  demonstrated  as  required  by  Section  1107  of 
Public  Law  99-662.  Operational  portions  of  the  project 
consistently  exceed  the  design  projections  which  declare  realistic 
economical  and  environmental  benefits  for  the  nation  and  the  public 
in  the  region  of  Texas,  Oklahoma,  Arkansas  and  Louisiana. 

The  993  Economic  Re-evaluation  Report  indicated  the  benefit-to-cost 
ratio  (BCR)  for  the  Red  River  Basin  Chloride  Project  is  1.3:1 
better  return  for  the  public  benefit  than  similar  public  works 
projects . 

The  report  was  approved  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for 
Civil  Works  in  November,  1993  and  further  instructed  the  Corps  of 
Army  Engineers  to  complete  all  remaining  areas  of  the  project. 
$16.0  million  was  appropriated  in  FY95  to  accelerate  engineering 
design,  real  estate  acquisition  and  initiate  construction  of  the 
Crowell  Brine  Dam,  Area  VII  and  Area  IX;  to  continue  engineering 
design  for  Areas  VI  and  XIII-XIV. 

The  Supplemental  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SFEIS)  was 
scheduled  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  October  1994,  with  the 
advertisement  of  the  contract  for  the  Crowell  Brine  Lake 
embankment,  spillway  and  access  road  in  November  1994.  These  dates 
were  included  in  the  project  schedule  supporting  the  FY95  budget 
request . 

Due  to  a  conflict  with  the  USFWS,  completion  of  the  SFEIS  was 
delayed  pending  further  study  to  determine  the  extent  of  possible 
impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife,  and  their  habitats  along  the  Red 
River  and  Lake  Texoma. 

The  OSCOE  is  scheduled  to  complete  the  SFEIS  in  February  1996  and 
will  then  be  prepared  to  proceed  with  the  previous  directives  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  initiate  construction  of  the  Crowell 
Brine  Dam  and  Areas  VII  and  IX. 

The  project  has  $14.3  million  carryover  from  FY95  which  is  adequate 
to  fulfill  the  Corps'  capability  for  this  fiscal  year.  However,  we 
are  requesting  $150,000  be  added  to  the  budget  and  the  Corps 
capability  to  inntediately  begin  ecological  monitoring  in  the  upper 
Red  River  Basin  including  Lake  Texoma  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  firm  baseline  data  as  well  as  initiating  the  long  term 
environmental  monitoring. 
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The  monitoring  plan  will  insure  that  the  impacts  and  effectiveness 
of  the  Chloride  Control  Project  are  within  the  expected  limits  and 
will  not  become  detrimental  to  the  environment  or  its  ecosystems. 

CYPRESS  VALLEY  WATERSHED  PROJECTS 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  is  supportive  of  initiatives  for 
sustainable  development  through  water  resource  projects.  The 
Cypress  Valley  Watershed  Management  Study  is  an  important  project 
for  Texas  and  this  study  addresses  both  the  environmental  and 
economic  concerns.  The  Association  supports  this  project  at  the 
level  of  capability  as  requested  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Once  a  booming  port  facility  into  the  late  1890's  the  Port  of 
Jefferson,  Texas  should  be  restored  for  its  historic  and  tourist 
value.  It  is  important  that  the  funds  required  by  the  Ft  Worth 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  to  complete  the  Section  107  study  be 
appropriated  in  the  FY96  budget. 

BOWIE  COUNTY  LEVEE 

Major  flooding  along  the  Red  River  in  May  1990  severely  tested  the 
integrity  of  the  Bowie  County  Levee  located  along  the  right  bank  of 
the  Red  River  north  of  Texarkana,  Texas.  Had  it  not  been  for 
emergency  measures  taken  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
local  interests,  the  levee  would  have  been  destroyed  during  the 
flood.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Corps  that  the  levee  would  fail  if 
subjected  to  another  flood  of  the  magnitude  encountered  in  May 
1990.  Replacement  or  restoration  of  the  levee  is  necessary  to 
protect  approximately  7,000  acres  of  prime  agricultural  land  as 
well  as  residential  and  farm  structures.  A  reconnaissance  study  of 
the  Bowie  County  Levee  is  currently  underway  by  the  Corps  to 
determine  if  a  feasibility  study  would  be  in  the  federal  interest. 
The  Red  River  Valley  Association  requests  the  Tulsa  District,  Corps 
of  Engineers  move  quickly  to  complete  this  study  and  proceed 
immediately  into  a  feasibility  study,  towards  construction. 
$600,000  was  appropriated  in  FY95  to  initiate  design  and 
construction  efforts.  We  request  $900,000  to  continue  design  and 
construction.  The  need  for  this  project  is  great  and  must  be 
accompl ished. 


McGRATH  CREEK  PROJECT 

McGrath  Creek  is  a  tributary  stream  to  Holliday  Creek,  and  has  a 
highly  urbanized  5.6  square  mile  drainage  area  located  in  the  heart 
of  the  City  of  Wichita  Falls.  On  May  12  and  13  of  1982,  a  flood 
occurred  which  resulted  in  flood  damage  in  the  amount  of  21.5 
million  dollars.  Floods  have  reoccurred  on  the  average  of  twice 
per  year  with  annualized  damage  of  approximately  1.6  million 
dollars  each  and  every  year.  In  1986,  floods  in  the  Wichita  Falls 
region  resulted  in  two  fatalities,  one  being  at  the  juncture  of 
Holliday  Creek  and  McGrath  Creek. 
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The  City  of  Wichita  Falls  supports  the  construction  of  the 
$12,100,000  McGrath  Creek  Flood  Control  facility,  and  entered  into 
a  cost-sharing  agreement  with  the  federal  government  for  the  local 
match  of  25%.  Final  plans  and  specifications  have  been  completed 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association 
strongly  supports  the  new  start  construction  schedule  of  June  1996 
and  requests  that  $110,000  be  appropriated  in  FY96  to  award 
construction  contracts. 


COOPER  LAKE  AMD  CHANNELS 

The  Cooper  Lake  and  Channels  Project  was  authorized  by  the  84th 
Congress  on  August  3,  1955,  for  the  construction,  control, 
recreation  and  water  supply  benefits  to  the  citizens  of  the  area 
and  the  nation.  The  Corps  of  engineers  and  three  local  entities. 
Sulphur  River  Municipal  Water  District,  North  Texas  Municipal  Water 
District  and  the  City  of  Irving,  have  been  attempting  to  build  this 
project  since  its  authorization.  The  project  experienced  a  delay 
in  1978  by  litigation  to  modify  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
and  that  litigation  was  resolved.  The  Corps  has  substantially 
completed  this  project  except  for  recreation  and  land  mitigation. 
The  Red  River  Valley  Association  recommends  that  the  Congress 
continue  funding  the  project  in  the  amount  of  $8.25  million  in  FY 95 
for  continued  construction  and  channels.  In  addition  to  the 
$806,000  scheduled  for  operation  and  Maintenance  funds  are 
requested  to  construct  the  established  shoreline  erosion  protection 
plan  at  the  full  Corps  capability. 

LAKE  WICHITA/HOLLIDAY  CREEK  -  WICHITA  FALLS.  TX 

The  Lake  Wichita/Hol  liday  Creek  Project  is  in  the  final 
construction  phase.  This  flood  control  project  has  been  cost- 
shared  with  the  City  of  Wichita  Falls.  With  the  first  two  phases 
completed,  it  has  already  proven  cost  effective  by  saving  millions 
of  dollars  due  to  yearly  flooding  of  the  highly  urbanized  area  with 
a  carryover  of  $1.7  million  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  does 
not  request  funds  in  FY96  to  complete  this  construction. 

RED  RIVER  BANK  STABILIZATION.  INDEX,  ARKANSAS  TO  DENISON  DAM 

Bank  caving  is  not  only  a  serious  problem  between  Shreveport, 
Louisiana,  and  Index,  Arkansas,  but  it  continues  upstream  between 
Index,  Arkansas,  and  Denison  Dam,  Texas.  The  Congress  has 
appropriated  money  for  the  study  of  the  comprehensive  bank 
stabilization  project  in  this  reach  of  the  river  during  the  past 
three  fiscal  years  and  have  not  justified  a  project  using 
conventional  methods. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  construction  of  bank  stabilization  is  so 
important  to  the  citizens  along  the  Red  River  boundary  of  Oklahoma 
and  Texas  we  strongly  recommend  allowing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
proceed  with  a  "demonstration  project".  There  are  new  techniques 
which  we  believe  are  less  expensive  with  better  results  than  the 
traditional  methods.  One  new  technique  is  the  underwater  bendway 
weirs. 
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We  request  that  the  Corps  select  these  locations  to  use  this 
technique  and  analyze  their  effectiveness  to  stop  bank  erosion  as 
well  as  a  comparison  of  cost  benefits  to  traditional  methods.  This 
Association  request  $200,000  for  the  Corps  to  implement 
demonstration  project. 
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FEDERAL  LEGISLATION  AND  POLICIES 

HOM-FEDERAL  COST  SHARING 

The  Water  Resources  Omnibus  Bill  was  signed  into  law  by  President 
Reagan  on  November  17,  1986.  Non-federal  cost  share  provisions  set 
forth  in  this  important  piece  of  legislation  include: 

Flood  Control  --  25-50%,  with  a  minimum 

of  5%  cash  up-front  during  construction. 

Hydropower  --  100%  reimbursable. 

MSI  Water  Supply  --  100%  up-front  during 

construction  or  reimbursable  with  interest. 

Agriculture  --  35%  up-front  or  reimbursable. 

Recreation  50%  up-front  or  reimbursable. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Enhancement  0%  for 

national  benefits;  25%  up-front  or  reimbursable 
if  benefits  are  local. 

Feasibility  Level  Studies  --  50%  during  the  course 

of  the  study,  with  a  minimum  of  25%  in  cash  -- 
up  to  25%  may  be  provided  in-kind. 
(Excludes  inland  navigation  studies  involving 
dams,  locks  and  channels). 

Even  though  these  and  other  cost-sharing  provisions  are  generally 
outlined  in  the  Omnibus  Bill,  there  still  remains  substantial 
leeway  for  interpretation  and  formulation  of  guidelines.  The  Red 
River  Valley  Association  highly  recommends  that  the  federal 
government  solicit  state  and  local  input  towards  implementation  of 
equitable  and  realistic  cost-sharing  guidelines. 

NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT 

While  recognizing  the  need  and  intent  of  the  Congress  in  passing 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  the  Red  River  Valley 
Association  also  believes  that  the  interpretation  of  this  act  has 
caused  unnecessary  economic  hardship  to  the  general  public.  The 
delay  in  start  of  projects  beneficial  to  the  general  goodwill 
causes  the  real  cost  of  the  projects  to  increase  significantly, 
often  to  the  point  that  they  no  longer  are  economically  beneficial. 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  request  Congress  to  revise  this 
Act  to: 
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1.  Streamline  Administration  procedures  under  the 
Act  to  speed  up  the  time  for  completion  and  review 
of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in  a  Federal 
project. 

2.  Recognize  Man  as  a  part  of  the  environment  and 
require  that  the  effects  upon  Man  be  taken  into 
account  in  the  preparation  and  analysis  of  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

3.  Require  that  any  person,  association  or  other  entity 
contesting  the  adequacy  of  the  Administration 
procedures  in  preparation  and/or  review  of 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  be  required  to  post 
bond  in  evidence  of  financial  responsibility  to 
reimburse  the  constructing  agency  for  cost  of  delay 
in  the  event  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
and/or  procedure  appealed  is  found  to  be  adequate,  if 
not  otherwise  provided  by  existing  law. 


The  membership  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  is  concerned 
about  unwarranted  delays  that  add  additional  cost  to  the  Red  River 
Basin  projects  resulting  in  severe  hardships  on  the  citizens  of  the 
Red  River  Basin.  The  membership  urges  that  Congress  direct  public 
officials  and  agencies  to  proceed  with  sound  long-range  development 
of  the  Red  River  Basin  and  its  resources  for  the  benefit  of 
Arkansas,  Louisiana,  Oklahoma  and  Texas. 


RIGHTS-OF-WAY  RESPONSIBILITIES 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946  provided  for  enlargement  of  existing 
levees  and  construction  of  certain  authorized  levees  on  Red  River 
below  Denison  Dam.  Language  in  the  Act  requires  local  interests  to 
be  responsible  for  all  lands,  easements  and/or  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  of  the  improvements.  Levee  districts  and 
local  governing  bodies  have  found  that  the  number  of  enlargements, 
setbacks,  and  berms  have  progressively  increased  and  rights-of-way 
costs  have  sharply  increased,  particularly  in  the  past  10  years. 
Financial  burdens  resulting  from  increased  costs  for  rights-of-way 
have  steadily  depleted  limited  revenues  and  funds  of  levee 
districts  and  local  public  bodies  throughout  the  Basin  area.  The 
impact  is  so  great  that  presently  there  are  serious  monetary 
problems  and  realistic  doubt  as  to  the  abilities  of  various  levee 
districts   to   continue   to   meet   financial    obligations. 

The  requirement  of  local  interest  to  furnish  all  rights-of-way  is 
not  consistent  with  Congressional  policy  and  is  not  compatible  with 
other  major  river  basin  projects  for  flood  control.  It  is  obvious 
that  modifications  are  drastically  needed  to  correct  these 
inadequacies. 
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The  Red  River  Valley  Association  recommends  Congress  amend  the  1946 
Flood  Control  Act  to  permit  Federal  reimbursements  to  levee 
district  and  local  governing  bodies  for  fair  market  value  of  lands 
taken  for  all  flood  control  purposes,  including  construction  of  new 
levees,  levee  setbacks,  levee  enlargement,  levee  turnovers,  berms 
and  cutoffs  as  necessary.  Such  modification  is  required  at  an 
early  time  to  help  relieve  local  levee  districts  and  governing 
bodies  of  an  extreme  financial  burden,  and  to  assure  progressive 
advancement  of  the  flood  control  program  in  the  Basin. 

UNIFORM  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  ACT 

The  Red  River  Basin  Levee  Districts  and  the  Red  River  Waterway 
Commission  are  experiencing  costs  in  the  construction  of  navigation 
systems  and  construction  and  operation  of  flood  control  systems. 
The  tax  base  of  the  basin  lands  is  not  capable  of  supporting 
additional  tax  loads  to  fund  the  relocation  costs  associated  with 
levee  setbacks,  flood  control  works  and  navigation  projects. 

The  Federal  Government  through  Public  Law  91-646,  known  as  the 
Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  Act,  provides  that  these  relocation 
costs  are  the  responsibility  of  and  must  be  borne  by  local 
interests.  The  requirements  and  guidelines  establish  in  this  Act 
are  such  as  to  be  extremely  costly. 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  requests  the  Congress  to  amend  the 
Federal  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  Act  to  provide  for  Federal 
payment  of  all  such  costs  related  to  the  construction  of  flood 
control  and  navigation  projects  in  the  Red  River  Basin  of  Arkansas, 
Louisiana,  Oklahoma  and  Texas. 

MAINTENANCE  OF  CHANNEL  STABILIZATION  WORKS 

Past  experience  on  the  Red  River  and  many  other  river  projects  has 
shown  conclusively  that  maintenance  of  channel  stabilization  works 
by  local  interests  is  impractical.  Rapid  changes  in  river 
conditions  and  alignment,  such  as  occur  frequently  on  Red  River, 
demands  drastic  extensions  and  revisions  of  existing  protective 
works,  and,  occasionally,  required  changes  are  so  radical  that 
relocations  are  necessary.  Experienced  personnel,  special 
equipment  and  certain  materials  are  not  normally  available  from 
local  interests  when  needed,  and  the  costs  of  these  items  exceed 
the  financial  capabilities  of  local  levee  districts. 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  recommends  to  Congress  that  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  by  authorized  and  directed  to  maintain  all  bank 
stabilization  and  channel  training  work  on  Red  River. 
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RED  RIVER  BASIN  BENEFICIAL  USES  OF  SALT  WATER 

On  September  23,  1982,  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  Committee 
on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  adopted  a  resolution  directing 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  salt 
gradient  solar  ponds  and  associated  power  generation  equipment  to 
collect  and  store  solar  energy  and  to  generate  electric  power  in 
the  Red  River  Basin. 

The  inherent  thermal  storage  capability  of  salt  gradient  solar 
ponds  and  the  associated  solar  pond  power  plant  concept  offers  a 
potentially  viable  alternative  energy  source  which  makes  use  of 
abxindantly  available  natural  resources  (sun,  salt,  and  land)  and 
existing  technology  (i.e.,  heat  exchanges  and  low  temperature 
turbine  generators).  The  necessary  resources  are  readily  available 
in  the  Red  River  Basin,  particularly  in  western  Texas  and  Oklahoma 
where  there  are  identified  sources  of  salt  brine  in  economical 
quantities  feasible  of  use  in  conjunction  with  solar  ponds. 

Limited  scope  reconnaissance  studies  performed  in  FY84  by  the  Tulsa 
District  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  indicate  a  strong  likelihood 
that  a  system  of  solar  pond  power  plants  can  be  economically 
feasible  when  constructed  in  conjunction  with  the  chloride  control 
measures  in  the  Red  River  Basin.  The  report  recommends  expanded 
reconnaissance  studies  by  made  in  the  basin.  The  Red  River  Valley 
Association  supports  the  investigation  and  requests  that  the  stated 
FY89  capability  level  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  by  appropriated  at 
100%  Federal  cost  to  continue  these  studies. 

CHANGES  DURING  A  FEDERAL  STUDY 

During  the  phase  of  completing  the  General  Design  Memorandum  for  an 
authorized  project,  local  interests,  levee  boards  and  the  state 
governmental  offices  of  primary  interest  should  be  kept  advised  of 
the  study  progress.  In  particular,  any  changes  of  the  originally 
authorized  plan  as  it  may  affect  the  project  and/or  the  purpose  of 
the  project  should  be  communicated  to  the  local  and  state 
governments . 

COST  OF  STORAGE  FOR  MUNICIPAL  AND  INDUSTRIAL  WATER 

Federal  laws  under  which  the  multi-purpose  Federal  water  projects 
were  authorized,  require  purchases  of  any  water  supply  or  power  to 
repay  the  Federal  Government  the  full  cost  of  providing  such  power 
OL  w  >:  :  i.'.-liidlng  interest  on  that  cost  at  a  rate  the  government 
paid  to  borrow  long-term  money  in  the  year  it  built  the  project. 
This  specific  pricing  mandate  was  established  by  the  Water  Supply 
Act  of  1958. 
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Since  1976,  the  Secretary  of  Army  has  required  construction  costs 
escalated  to  present  day  levels  using  the  Engineering  News  Record 
Construction  Index  effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  contract  is  approved,  plus  interest. 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  requests  Congress  clarify  the 
Secretary  of  Army's  authority  regarding  water  storage  contracts  and 
supports  the  concept  of  repayment  to  the  Federal  Government  of 
original  cost  of  construction  plus  interest  only. 

REGULATING  LAND  USE 

In  the  past,  proposals  have  been  offered  in  the  U.S.  Congress  and 
in  some  state  legislatures  to  regulate  and  control  the  use  of 
privately  owned  lands  without  compensation  to  the  owner.  These 
"land  use"  bills  have  been  recognized  by  these  legislative  branches 
of  government  as  contrary  to  the  Fifth  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  soundly  defeated  each  time 
they  were  offered.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association  opposes  this 
type  of  national  land  use  legislation. 

MITIGATION  LANDS 

The  present  interpretation  held  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  in  relation  to  "mitigation  lands"  for  water  conservation 
projects  greatly  hinders  the  development  of  water  supplies,  flood 
control  and  bank  stabilization  projects.  This  interpretation 
requires  taking  large  amounts  of  land  out  of  private  ownership  for 
wildlife  management  purposes.  This  reduction  in  private  land 
ownership  represents  a  considerable  economic  and  tax  base  loss. 
The  Red  River  Valley  Association,  recognizing  the  need  for  a 
balance  between  the  environmental  aspects  and  people's  needs, 
requests  Congress  to  press  for  a  revision  of  the  present 
interpretation  held  by  the  u.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  order 
to  make  it  compatible  with  Congressional  intent  and  the  needs  of 
the  people. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  imdertaken  efforts  to  utilize 
various  alternative  action  programs  such  as  fee  acquisition, 
leasing,  and  easements  for  the  purpose  of  a  program  to  preserve 
bottom  land  habitats. 


As  part  of  this  program,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  service  has 
identified  specific  bottom  land  hardwood  areas  in  Texas  and 
Oklahoma  and  has  placed  these  areas  into  priority  categories,  with 
many  of  the  areas  so  identified  in  direct  conflict  with  identified 
and  proposed  water  supply  reservoir  sites. 
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The  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Program  could  have  serious  adverse 
effects  on  the  ability  of  water  supply  agencies  to  meet  the  future 
water  needs  of  the  people  within  their  respective  regional  water 
supply  areas,  in  that  the  program  set  a  dangerous  precedent  that 
will  permit  anti-water  development  groups  to  use  such  tactics  to 
preempt,  or  at  least  make  very  difficult,  future  water  development 
projects.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association,  therefore,  opposes  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Services'  Bottom  Land  Hardwood  Preservation 
Program. 

SMALL  WATERSHED  PROGRAM 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  has  long  recognized  the  value  of 
the  Small  Watershed  Program  (Public  Law  566)  for  protecting  and 
improving  the  soil  and  water  resources  of  our  nation.  Resource 
improvement  projects  in  small  watersheds  of  less  than  250,000 
acres,  as  provided  in  Public  Law  566,  gives  rural  and  small  town 
America  an  effective  tool  to  span  the  gap  between  large  watershed 
resources  improvement  projects  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  small, 
individual  projects,  carried  out  by  landowners  and  operators. 
Public  Law  566  has  become  well-known  and  respected  program  of 
federal,  state  and  local  partnership  in  resource  improvement  and 
protection  of  the  Red  River  Valley.  The  Red  River  Valley 
Association  supports  the  Small  Watershed-Program  and  urges  its 
effectiveness  be  increased  through  appropriate  increase  in  funding 
and  personnel . 

FEDERAL  RESERVOIRS  POLICY 


Federal  reservoirs  represent  a  combination  of  large  economic 
investments  and  commitments  of  valuable  natural  resources  which  can 
make  great  contributions  to  the  nation's  economy.  The  Water  Supply 
Acto  of  1958  provides  a  policy  for  non-Federal  payment  of  water 
supply  costs  at  federal  reservoirs,  both  for  participants  at  the 
time  of  project  construction  and  for  those  who  purchase  reallocated 
storage  at  a  later  time.  The  payment  required  has  been  based  on  a 
simple  principle:  new  water  supply  participants  should  pay  for 
reallocated  water  supplies  as  they  would  have  paid  if  they  had  been 
water  supply  participants  when  the  project  was  built.  This 
historic  policy  has  achieved  two  goals:  it  has  prevented  "free 
riders"  from  receiving  water  supply  benefits  that  they  did  not  pay 
for,  and  it  has  facilitated  reallocation  of  water  to  purposes  with 
higher  economic  benefits. 

In  recent  years,  the  Federal  government  has  developed  a  new  policy 
for  payment  of  reallocated  water  supplies,  charging  the  highest  of 
the  following:  benefits  or  revenues  foregone,  replacement  costs, 
or  updated  cost  of  storage  in  the  Federal  project.  Under  this  new 
policy,   the  federal   government   has  in  several   cases   sought 
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repayment  of  "updated  costs"  of  storage  among  the  new  mix  of 
project  purposes.  Non-Federal  participants  are  asked  to  pay  an 
inflated  cost ,  increased  to  reflect  present  cost  levels  instead  of 
original  cost  of  construction,  plus  interest  at  the  rate  in  effect 
at  the  time  of  reallocation,  as  opposed  to  the  interest  rate  at  the 
time  of  the  project's  construction.  This  new  federal  policy  has 
been  established  by  agency  initiatives,  rather  than  by 
Congressional  action,  and  has  not  been  applied  consistently  across 
the  nation. 

The  Red  River  Valley  Association  requests  Congress  to  enact 
legislation  making  it  clear  that  the  water  supply  repayment  policy 
in  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  applies  to  reallocated  water  supply 
storage.  The  Red  River  Valley  Association  also  requests  that 
Congress  further  stipulate  that  in  considering  reallocation  of 
storage  space  at  federal  reservoirs,  federal  agencies  should 
strictly  respect  state  water  law  and  state  water  law  management 
responsibilities,  and  in  all  studies  and  decisions  related  to 
reallocation,  federal  agencies  should  be  required  to  consult  with 
all  affected  states  and  follow  applicable  state  laws  on  water 
rights  and  water  quality. 
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SHREVEPORT/BOSSIR   CITY    FEDERAL    PROJECT    SUPPORT   RESOLUTIOMS 
TRANSPORTATION 
Red  Rirer  NaTication 


ISSUE:  The  Red  River  Waterway  Project  has  been  completed  from  the  Mississippi 

River  to  Shreveport/Bossier  Qty,  Louisiana.  Over  the  next  few  years  the 
navigation  structures  (Dykes  &  Revetments)  need  to  be  adjusted  and  some 
may  be  added.  In  addition,  it  will  take  approximately  SIO  million  per 
year  to  operate  the  system. 


WHY 
IMPORTANT: 


For  economic  development  to  be  fully  realized  we  must  operate  the  Red 
River  In  a  reliable  manner  for  industry  to  use  it  as  a  major  transportation 
system.  The  navigation  channel  must  be  maintained  at  a  9  foot  draft  for 
safe  use.  If  the  channel  is  not  properly  maintained,  industry  will  be 
reluctant  to  use  the  Red  River. 


CHAMBER 
POSITION: 


We  thank  you  for  the  funds  which  completed  the  Red  River  Waterway 
Project  and  we're  grateful  for  the  funds  in  the  President's  budget  -  $26.38 
million.  We  request  the  continuation  of  funding  to  keep  the  Red  River  a 
reliable  transporation  system. 
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TRANSPORTATION 
Red  River  Basin  Cliloride  Control  Project 


ISSUE:  The  first  comprehensive  study  of  the  water  quality  of  the  Red  River  basin  was 

initiated  in  1957  by  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  under  the  authorization  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  It  was  determined  that  ten  natural  salt 
source  areas  contribute  a  daily  average  of  3,600  tons  of  salt  per  day  to  the  river. 
This  renders  downstream  waters  unusable  for  most  purposes.  Structural  measures 
to  help  control  the  chloride  pollution  at  8  of  the  10  sites  were  developed  by  the 
Tulsa  District,  Corps  of  Engineers.  These  plans  led  to  Congressional 
authori2ation  in  the  Flood  Control  Acu  of  1962,  1966  and  1970.  The  first 
structure  was  completed  in  January  1964  and  the  second  in  Many  1987.  The 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  authorized  the  construction  of  the 
remaining  sites. 

Approximately  one-third  of  the  prcrject  cost  has  been  expended  to  date.  The  total 
project  is  expected  to  cost  S303  million  dollars. 

Presently,  the  Tulsa  District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  is  preparing  a  Supplement  to 
the  Environmental  Impact  Staument  (SHS).  Construction  cannot  continue  until 
this  is  completed.  Projected  completion  is  February,  1996. 

WHY 

IMPORTANT:  Natural  mineral  pollutants  (primarily  chlorides  and  sulfates)  in  the  upper 
reaches  of  the  Red  River  Basin  are  rendering  downstream  waters  unusable  for 
most  purposes;  therefore,  the  Red  River  Chloride  Project  is  imperative  in  order 
to  realize  full  utilization  of  the  surface  water  supplies  in  Louisiana  (as  well  as 
Texas,  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas).  More  than  1,000  miles  of  streams  in  the  river 
system  are  severely  contaminated  by  naturally  occurring  brine  and  is  not  suitable 
for  municipal,  industrial  or  agricultural  purposes. 

The  benefiu  of  the  Red  River  Basin  Chloride  Control  Project  will  be 
improvements  in  water  quality  that  will  allow  use  for  municipal,  industrial, 
agricultural  and  recreational  purposes.  The  added  benefit  will  be  the  jcAs  created 
resulting  from  the  implementation  of  the  Chloride  project 

CHAMBER 

POSITION:  We  support  this  project  in  its  present  form  and  request  completion  of  the  SEIS 
by  the  project  date  of  February,  1996.  We  support  and  encourage  funding  at  the 
levels  necessary  to  complete  the  remaining  cosu  of  the  project  by  the  year  2001. 


m 
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TRANSPORTATION 
Caddo-Bossier  Parishes  Port  Commission 


Development  of  the  Caddo-Bossier  Port  Complex  to  access  usage  of  the 
$1.8  billion  Red  River  Waterway  Project  and  to  take  advantage  of  the  $68 
million  annual  transportation  savings  projected  by  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  Local  investment  through  December,  1995  is 
$25,432,630  with  private  investments  committed  at  $45.5  million  by  three 
(3)  companies.  This  year  has  already  seen  the  announcement  of  a 
methanol/wood  chip  operation  project  at  a  private  investment  of  over  $400 
million  with  the  creation  of  400  new  jobs.  This  is  surpassing  any 
conceivable  idea  of  how  our  Pon  would  evolve. 


WHY 
IMPORTANT: 


♦  Create  5,000  jobs  coupled  with  up  to  15,000  jobs  in  our 
communities. 

♦  To  compete  in  a  global  economy. 

♦  Lower  transportation  costs  (annual  savings  of  $68,831,000). 

♦  Will  generate  up  to  $500  million  in  private  investment. 

♦  1-49, 1-20, 1-69,  Shreveport  Regional  Airport,  three  railroads, 
and  with  water  transportation,  a  multi-transportation  network 
will  be  in  place. 


CHAMBER 
POSITION: 


Support  the  continuation  of  funding  for  Red  River  Waterway  maintenance 
as  presented  in  the  FY  1996  Federal  budget  request  for  $16,673,000  in 
order  to  insure  navigation  to  the  Port  of  Shreveport-Bossier  and  to  have 
the  Red  River  working  for  each  area  business  and  citizen. 
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CADDO/BOSSIER  PORT  SUPPORT  RESOLUTION 
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CADDO/BOSSIER  PORT  COMMISSION 

P.O.  BOX  52071  -  SHREVEPORT.  LOUISIANA  71135-2071 
(318)  861-4981  -  FAX  (318)  869-2329 


COMMENTS  TO  THE  UNITED  STATES  SENATE  AND 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

SUBCOMMITTEES  ON  ENERGY  AND 

WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS 


On  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  Northwest  Louisiana,  the  Caddo-Bossier 
Parishes  Port  Commission  strongly  urges  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
allocate  the  budgeted  $16,673,000  for  the  Red  River  Navigation  Project  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996  in  order  to  ensure  the  viability  of  the  investment  made  over 
the  last  thirty  years  by  the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 

The  Port  of  Shreveport-Bossier  is  readying  for  the  official  opening  of  the 
Red  River  later  this  spring  and  the  beginning  of  barge  traffic.   It  stands  today 
as  a  longtime  dream  with  a  potential  proving  to  exceed  even  the  most 
optimistic  projections.  With  local  taxpayer  investment  guaranteed  by  a  1993 
property  tax.  the  Port's  infrastructure  is  growing  to  meet  the  demands  of  a 
rapidly  expanding  customer  base.    Investment  in  the  river  port  complex  today 
stands  at  $43,782,415.   Investment  by  private  business  announced  at  this 
time,  however,  is  more  than  TEN  TIMES  that  amount,  at  $445,500,000. 

Progress  toward  our  goal  of  becoming  a  premier  multi-modal  transpor- 
tation system  is  excellent.  Attached  for  your  information  is  our  General 
Mission  Statement,  highlights  of  our  1994  Accomplishments  and  our  1995 
program  of  work. 

Results  of  these  efforts  should  provide  a  sense  of  pride  to  all  members  of 
Congress  who  believed  in  the  Red  River  NavlgaUon  Project.  You  recognized  the 
possible  benefits,  the  job -generating  capabilities,  the  advantageous  cost  benefit 
ratios.  And  these  are  becoming  reality  at  The  Port  of  Shreveport-Bossier. 


89-757    0—95 
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P.O.Box5207i;Shrwei)ortLA71135    Tn[TrlD|nnT    (318)  86M981- FAX  (318)  869-2329 


BOSSIER 


Mission 

•  To  provide  multi-modal  transportation  service  and  infrastructure  for  domestic  and 
international  commerce  and  trade  which  will  foster  job  creation,  coupled  with 
dollar  investment,  in  and  for  Caddo  and  Bossier  Parishes. 

Governance 

•  The  Port  of  Shreveport-Bossier  is  governed  by  the  nine  member  Caddo-Bossier 
Port  Commission.   The  Commission  sets  policies  and  regulates  the  traffic  and 
commerce  of  the  Port  through  Caddo  and  Bossier  parishes.   An  eight  member 
staff  manages  the  Port's  daily  operations. 

Location/Size  of  the  Port 

•  The  Port  of  Shreveport-Bossier  owns  (1)  2,(X)0  acres  located  just  south  of 
Shreveport's  city  limits  on  the  west  side  of  Red  River  and  bordered  by  Louisiana 
Highway  1  and  a  Union  Pacific  main  line  rail  and  (2)  a  10-acre  site  in  southwest 
Shreveport,  the  Ark-La-Tex  Intermodal  Center.  Fifty  acres  of  the  Red  River  port 
site  are  devoted  to  riverfront  activities. 

Facilities 

•  600  foot  genera]  cargo  wharf  (services  two  standard  river  barges  simultaneously) 

•  300  foot  liquids  wharf  (services  two  standard  river  barges  simultaneously) 

•  24  foot  wide  primary  access  road  off  of  LA  Highway  1  (exceeds  state  highway 
load  limits) 

•  Additional  access  road  -  in  design 

•  On-dock  heavy  rail  with  side  track  -  beginning  construction 

•  50  ton  overhead  bridge  crane  -  in  design 

•  30,000  square  foot  transit  shed  -  in  design 

•  4  acres  concrete  open  storage  -  in  design 

•  30  ton  bridge  crane  -  being  advertised  for  construction 

•  Intermodal  Container  Handling  Freight  facihty  has  COFC/TOFC  handling 
capabilities  for  container  freight. 

An  Intermodal  Port 

•  Committed  to  intermodalism  (i.e.  offering  multiple  modes  of  transporting  cargo) 
from  the  beginning,  the  Port  of  Shreveport-Bossier  gives  shippers  a  complete 
range  of  transportation  options  -  rail,  truck  and  barge. 
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HIGHLIGHTS  /  1994  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

1.  Additional  land  acquired  (almost  740  acres  in  two  separate  transactions)  so  that  total 
port  complex  is  approximately  2,000  acres.  *  Awarded  $1,000,000  FY  1994-95  Priority 
One  LA  Capital  Outlay  Budget  for  land  purchase. 

2.  Two  local  customers  announced  relocation/expansion  to  the  port  complex.  Specialty 
Oil/Quaker  State  and  Atlas  Processing,  for  a  total  new  investment  of  $29,500,000  and 
creation  of  at  least  305  new  jobs  when  their  construction  is  completed  In  1996. 

3.  Retained  Port  Operator/Marketer.  Ryan-Walsh  Company,  headquartered  in  Mobile, 
Alabama.  Began  initial  marketing  phase  in  October. 

4.  PORT  COMPLEX  INFRASTRUCTURE  AND  FACILITIES: 

A.  Construaion  on  general  cargo  wharf  400  If  extension  continued. 

B.  Water  and  sewer  design  accomplished,  loans  guaranteed. 

(1)  Water  -  lines  and  storage  tower 

•  Farmers  Home  Administration  loan  for  $12  million  (40  year  loan) 
(largest  FmHA  loan  in  Louisiana) 

(2)  Sewer 

•  LDEQ  sewer  loan  for  $6.6  million  (20  year  loan) 

C.  Rail  plans  advanced.   Contract  for  15,000  If  to  general  cargo  wharf  awarded. 
Initiated  design  of  second  phase. 

D.  South  access  road  plans  advanced  as  well  as  plans  for  site  specific  roads. 

E.  Initiated  development  of  30,000  sf  general  cargo  transit  warehouse,  initial 
hardstand  (4  acres  concrete  open  storage)  and  50  T  overhead  bridge  crane.   * 
Principally  funded  FY  1994-95  LA  DOTD  Port  Priority  Construction  and 
Development  Program,  award  of  $2,520,000. 

F.  Administrative  building  plans  initiated. 

G.  Plans  for  second  liquid  dock  and  additional  outside  storage  initiated. 

H.     Plans  for  necessary  dock  equipment  initiated:  weigh  scales,  secondary  crane  truss, 
fabrication  of  2nd  crane  (30  T). 

5.  Creation  legislation  modified  by  Louisiana  Legislature  to  allow  for  borrowing 
against  anticipated  Caddo-Bossier  property  taxes.   Received  State  Bond  Commission 
approval  for  issuance  of  up  to  $17,500,000  of  bonds  or  Revenue  Anticipation  Notes. 

6.  Meeting  held  with  cooperating  agencies,  standard  operating  procedures  to  include 
obtaining  necessary  operating  and  environmental  permits,  plans  and  inspections:  Coast 
Guard,  fire  departments.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Sherif&police,  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Civil  Defense. 

7.  Marketing  efforts  geared  to  local  customers,  plans  initiated  for  expansion  into  hinterland 
markets.   Initiated  joint  marketing  efforts  with  Port  of  New  Orleans  targeted  toward 
specific  events  and  dates  in  1995. 

8.  Ark-La-Tex  Intermodal  Center  increased  business  (under  direct  operational  control  of  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  for  the  last  36  months). 

9.  Port  brochure  awarded  "Certificate  of  Excellence"  by  1994  American  Economic 
Development  Council  in  their  national  sales  literature  and  promotional  materials  awards 
competition. 

10.  Work  on  Foreign  Trade  Zone  #145  expansion  continued. 
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BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 
1995  PLAN  OF  ACTION 


1.  Continue  to  pursue  additional  land  potentials  as  need  requirements  transpire. 

2.  Build/acquire  the  necessary  infrastructure,  facilities,  equipment  necessary  to  move 
cargo  and  operate  the  port,  continuing  to  follow  adopted  Infrastructure  Plan  through  the 
Year  2000,  adapting  to  the  needs  of  customers  as  they  occur. 

(CY  1995  Capital  Budget  of  $47,959,894) 

3.  Develop  port  operations  -  operational  circular  and  tariff  charges,  filling  functional 
gaps  not  provided  by  terminal  operator. 

4.  Expand  tonnages  for  Year  1  operations. 

5.  Leverage  local  tax  dollars. 

6.  Communicate  activities  to  all  citizens  of  Caddo  and  Bossier  Parishes,  including  all 
general  purpose  governing  authorities  -  continue  minutes  mail-out,  initiate  newsletter, 
publish  ad. 

7.  Implement  education  of  other  transportation  facilitators. 

8.  Implement  Port  Night  marketing  effort  with  Port  of  New  Orleans  to  Dallas-Ft  Worth 
metroplex. 

9.  Continue  participation  in  industry  seminars,  programs,  events. 

10.  Continue  interaction  with  local,  state  and  federal  authorities/agencies  on  legislative  issues 
of  importance. 

11.  Continue  to  improve  intermodal  capabilities  -  expand  lift  movement  through  commodity 
base  diversification,  initiate  operational  FTZ  No.  145  as  this  zone  is  expanded  to  multi- 
locations. 


CITIZENS  OF  CADDO  AND  BOSSIER  PARISHES 
WILL  SEE  IN  1995 
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NEW  CONSTRUCTION  BEGINNING  at  the  Red  River  complex  site  OF  MORE 
THAN  $467  MILUON: 

•  construction  of  more  than  $37  million  in  port  assets, 

•  construction  by  private  business  of  more  than  $430  million, 
preparations  by  these  private  businesses  to  hire  at  least  720  new  employees,  and 
initial  operations  of  The  Port  of  Shreveport-Bossier,  moving  its  first  customers'  products 
by  barge,  truck  and  rail. 


...thereby  beginning  the  fulfillment  of  the  CBPC  Mission:  to  foster  job  creation,  coupled  with 
dollar  investment,  in  and  for  Caddo  and  Bossier  parishes. 
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Mr.  Brontoli.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  for 
us  to  come  before  your  subcommittee.  You  are  going  to  hear  from 
each  of  the  Vice  Presidents  on  civil  works  projects  we  feel  are  very 
important,  in  that  they  provide  economic  opportunities  for  the  com- 
munities throughout  the  four-State  Red  River  Valley.  And  we  feel 
that  that  is  the  critical  point;  it  provides  the  community  the  oppor- 
tunity to  develop  it. 

The  first  State  I  would  like  to  give  testimony  is  Texas.  The  Vice 
President  is  Mr.  Ron  Glenn.  He  represents  our  constituents  from 
the  State  of  Texas.  Ron. 

Mr.  Glenn.  Mr.  Chairman,  committee  Members,  my  name  is  Ron 
Glenn.  I  am  Vice  President  for  Texas,  the  Red  River  Valley  Asso- 
ciation. I  am  also  General  Manager  of  the  Red  River  Authority  of 
Texas.  I  represent,  more  specifically,  people  who  live  and  work  in 
a  43-county  area  of  the  Red  River  Basin. 

Accordingly,  we  not  only  support  the  projects  I  am  referring  to 
today,  but  also  all  of  the  projects  at  the  Red  River  Valley  as  pre- 
sented in  written  testimony. 

Just  to  be  as  brief  as  possible,  I  would  like  to  bring  you  up  to 
speed.  I  know  we  ask  for  money  every  time  we  are  here,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  report  for  the  first  time  in  history  we  would  like  to  re- 
port that  the  Lake  Wichita  project  located  in  Wichita  County, 
Texas  at  a  total  cost  of  $48  million,  is  complete. 

Mr.  Glenn.  And  we  won't  need  any  more  money. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  good  news. 

Mr.  Glenn.  The  McGrath  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  is  also  lo- 
cated in  Wichita  County  at  a  total  project  cost  of  $11.3  million.  We 
are  only  going  to  ask  for  $110,000  to  award  construction  contracts 
in  June  and  continue  with  construction.  It  is  moving  on  success- 
fully. 

I  would  like  to  bring  your  attention  to  the  Bowie  County  Levee 
Project  on  the  Red  River  near  Texarkana.  We  are  requesting 
$900,000  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget.  The  Cypress  Valley  Water- 
shed Project  is  located  in  the  region  of  Texas,  Caddo  Lake,  Texas, 
and  Louisiana.  We  are  requesting  appropriation  at  the  level  of 
whatever  the  Corps  capability  could  be  augmented  to.  We  are  also 
very  interested  in  the  Bank  Stabilization  Demonstration  Project  lo- 
cated along  the  Red  River  between  Denison  Dam,  Texas,  and 
Index,  Arkansas.  We  are  requesting  $200,000  to  analyze  site  loca- 
tion and  prepare  plans  and  specifications. 

Last  but  not  least,  I  would  like  to  bring  your  attention  to  some- 
thing that  is  near  and  dear  to  my  heart,  and  especially  the  people 
of  Texas  and  the  entire  four-State  area  of  Oklahoma,  Arkansas, 
and  Louisiana,  that  is  Red  River  Basin  Chloride  Control  Project. 
With  a  total  project  cost  of  $215  million,  it  is  estimated  to  reclaim 
over  a  thousand  miles  of  stream  miles  and  has  a  benefit  that  will 
be  directed  to  2.3  million  people  in  the  four-State  area  of  the  Red 
River  basin. 

Sixteen  million  dollars  was  appropriated  last  year,  of  which  we 
are  most  grateful.  However,  the  Corps  couldn't  spend  it.  We  have 
a  $14.3  million  carryover  from  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  which 
is  adequate  to  meet  their  capabilities  as  soon  as  they  finish  the 
supplemental  environmental  impact  statement,  which  I  am  sure 
you  have  heard  so  much  about.  Due  to  a  minor  conflict  with  U.S. 
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Fish  and  Wildlife,  we  were  delayed  completing  the  EIS  until  Feb- 
ruary of  1996.  At  which  time  we  will  be  prepared  to  move  forward 
and  complete  the  directives  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  as 
planned. 

We  are  requesting,  however,  $150,000  be  included  in  the  appro- 
priations and  the  Corps  capability  be  augniented  to  include  an  eco- 
logical monitoring,  a  comprehensive  ecological  monitoring  plan  and 
initiate  it  now  to  put  asunder  all  of  the  flagrant  allegations  of  the 
destruction  of  the  wildlife  habitat,  the  ecosystems  with  the  advent 
of  the  chloride  control  project. 

I  am  here  to  say  it  just  will  not  happen.  Scientific  evidence  pro- 
claims that,  and  we  challenge  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  to  produce 
to  us  the  evidence  that  shows  the  contrary.  The  Corps  is  prepared 
to  take  any  kind  of  actions  necessary  to  prevent  destruction  of  our 
environment  or  its  ecosystem. 

The  monitoring  plan  will  ensure,  we  believe,  and  the  Corps  has 
agreed,  that  the  impacts  and  effectiveness  of  the  chloride  control 
project  will  be  within  its  expected  limits  and  it  will  not  become  det- 
rimental to  our  environment  or  its  ecosystem. 

So  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  the  Red  River  basin,  I  would  like 
to  thank  the  committee  for  his  consideration  and  especially  Con- 
gressman Chapman,  for  the  record,  for  his  support,  his  continued 
support  and  guidance  in  these  worthwhile  efforts.  Thank  you  for 
your  time  and  your  talent. 

Mr.  Brontoli.  Next  will  be  Bill  Chapman,  Vice  President  of  the 
Oklahoma — representing  the  constituents  from  the  State  of  Okla- 
homa. 

Mr.  Chapman.  We  really  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  come.  It 
is  always  not  only  an  honor  to  be  able  to  come  up  this  year,  but 
we  look  forward  to  it  because  it  is  fun  to  appear  before  your  com- 
mittee. It  is  always 

Mr.  Myers.  It  is  nice  to  hear. 

Mr.  Chapman.  There  is  humor  here  and  we  enjoy  it  and  we  ap- 
preciate it. 

As  you  may  recall  from  previous  years,  I  am  a  rancher  and  farm- 
er on  the  Red  River  side  of  the  valley.  My  family  has  been  in  that 
profession  and  business  for  about  80  years  in  that  area  and  so  I 
come  to  you  speaking  not  only  representing  the  Oklahoma  people 
in  Oklahoma  along  the  river  but  particularly  agricultural  interests 
along  that  area. 

I  will  not  go  into  detail  my  written  testimony,  which  you  have. 
I  would  like  to  emphasize  a  couple  of  points,  though,  that  do,  I 
think,  need  to  be  approached.  And  perhaps  I  can  say  that  as  rep- 
resenting agriculture. 

The  Federal  Government  constantly  bombards  us  in  agriculture 
with  the  conception  of  conserving  the  soil,  preventing  erosion,  and 
that  type  of  thing.  And  they  have  influenced  us  to  do  as  best  we 
can  that,  and  we  constantly  are  doing  that  in  agriculture  as  best 
we  can. 

There  is  some  of  what  we  are  talking  about  here  today  that  real- 
ly falls  within  the  Federal  Gk)vernment's  sphere  of  influence  that 
we  as  property  owners  along  the  river  cannot.  A,  afford  to,  or  by 
law  be  permitted  to  stabilize  the  banks  of  the  river.  And  only  the 
Federal  Government  can  do  that.  We  are  asking  for  some  monies. 
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which  Mr.  Glenn  referred  to,  to  have  a  project  to  study  a  method 
of  bank  stabiUzation  that  has  been  tried  somewhat  in  some  other 
rivers  but  not  on  the  Red,  and  I  think  it  would  be  advantageous 
because  we  think  and  the  Corps  thinks,  I  understand,  that  this 
would  not  only  be  a  very  cost-effective  thing,  but  would  be  very 
beneficial  as  well  and  a  very  efficient  form  of  bank  stabilization.  So 
we  have  asked  for  some  money  for  this  project. 

Another  item  that  I  wish  to  emphasize  is  the  chloride  project. 
This  in  my  case  prevents  a  lot  of  agriculture  from  using  the  water 
from  the  Red  for  irrigation  and  I  think  if  the  chlorides  were  taken 
out  that  would  be  available  to  agricultural  interests,  not  even  to 
speak  of  the  municipal  and  industrial  uses  and  other  items  up  and 
down  the  river  with  a  minimum  impact  on  the  fishing  industry  and 
recreation  industry. 

So  we  would  like  to  ask  your  forbearance  in  those  fields  if  we 
could  try  to  clear  up  the  chloride  as  best  we  can.  It  is  going  to  take 
even  when  all  of  these  projects  are  finished,  it  will  probably  take 
20  years  to  get  the  amount  of  salt  that  they  are  seeking  to  elimi- 
nate, to  get  that  out  of  the  water  but  it  is  a  long-range  project.  And 
by  then  I  think  there  is  going  to  be  even  more  demand  for  clean 
water  than  there  is  now. 

I  will  close  my  testimony  with  that  and  thank  you  for  your  time 
and  tell  you  it  is  always  an  honor  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Brontoli.  Sir,  next  will  be  Mr.  Jerry  Boughton  on  behalf  of 
the  citizens  of  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Boughton.  Mr.  Chairman  and  committee  members,  I  am 
Jerry  Boughton,  the  Vice  President  for  the  State  of  Louisiana  Red 
River  Valley  Association,  and  my  oral  comments  should  probably 
be  the  shortest  because  I  am  probably  the  most  appreciative  for  the 
efforts  of  this  committee  for  the  many  years  of  listening  to  us  and 
helping  us  get  navigation  back  to  the  Shreveport/Bossier  area.  We 
do,  however,  need  about  $18,673,000  to  complete  the  project  for 
capouts  and  then  money  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  for  the 
river. 

We  support  all  the  efforts  of  all  other  States — ^Arkansas,  Texas, 
and  Oklahoma — and  particularly  we  are  very  interested  in  the  Red 
River  Chloride  Project  and  we  hope  that  we  can  soon  come  to  con- 
clusion on  that.  We  ask  for  your  support  on  that. 

We  have  one  project,  the  Aloha-Rigolette  project  in  central  Lou- 
isiana that  is  drainage  for  300,000  acres  of  land  and  the  Corps  fin- 
ished the  feasibility  study  in  1989  and  we  are  asking  for  2,300,000 
to  complete  some  drainage  work  in  that  area. 

Again,  I  would  like  to  say  we  do  appreciate  this  committee  and 
the  efforts  it  has  made  in  getting  navigation  on  the  Red  River  to 
Shreveport/Bossier  and  we  hope  that  can  you  make  our  dedication. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Pat  Johnson  of  the  Red  River  Wa- 
terway Commission. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee.  On  behalf  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  and  the  Red  River 
waterway  district,  it  is  my  honor  and  privilege  to  address  this  sub- 
committee on  Red  River  navigation  projects.  Navigation  from  the 
Mississippi  River  to  the  Shreveport/Bossier  City,  Louisiana,  area  is 
finally  a  reality,  and  the  first  leg  of  navigation  in  the  Red  River 
Valley  is  operational  and  long-term  goals  shift  from  construction  to 
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operation  and  economic  development.  Our  short-term  goals  remain 
clear:  Support  of  the  efforts  of  the  administration  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  completing  the  ongoing  construction  projects  such  as 
capping  out  the  revetments  for  safe  navigation  for  commercial  and 
recreational  users  and  to  build  recreation  and  mitigation  projects. 
We  respectfully  request  that  you  appropriate  $26,383,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996  to  continue  our  mission. 

It  is  imperative  that  we  continue  to  strive  for  and  urge  develop- 
ment of  the  bank  stabilization  projects  and  flood  control  projects 
throughout  the  Red  River  Valley.  These  projects  are  critical  to  the 
citizens  of  Louisiana,  Arkansas,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas.  Louisiana 
projects  include  the  Cat  Island  Revetment  Project  in  Bossier  Par- 
ish, the  Aloha-Rigolette  project,  the  Bayou  Rapids  Flood  Control 
Project,  and  the  Red  River  Backwater  Project.  Our  four-State  area 
continues  to  work  together  in  a  cooperative  effort  on  these  and 
other  projects. 

We  advocate  support  of  the  Red  River  Chloride  Project  which  is 
fundamental  to  developing  useful  water  for  commercial,  devel- 
opmental, and  agricultural  purposes. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  evident  that  our  level  of  commitment  to  the 
success  of  the  Red  River  Valley  projects  has  not  wavered.  We  have 
come  a  long  way  and  we  will  continue  to  work  in  a  cooperative  ef- 
fort toward  our  goals. 

This  was  a  privilege  to  address  this  committee  and  it  is  greatly 
appreciated.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Brontoli.  Mr.  John  Stroud  will  give  the  testimony  for  the 
Arkansas  delegation. 

Mr.  Stroud.  Mr.  Chairman  again,  two  projects  to  briefly  men- 
tion. They  are  both  projects  that  are  ongoing.  The  one  that  has 
been  going  the  longest  is  the  revetment  project.  Through  the  years 
there  have  been  four  or  five  cutoffs.  One  is  a  double,  so  either  four 
or  five  as  you  view  it.  And  we  have  continued  one,  two,  three  a 
year  of  revetment  projects.  We  are  asking  for  $12  million  which 
would  build  two  revetments  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  Dickson  and 
Canale.  Canale  is  right  on  the  Louisiana-Arkansas  boundary.  And 
then  to  allow  the  Corps  to  plan  for  two  to  be  built  in  the  future 
when  funds  are  made  available,  Finn  Revetment  II  and  Hurricane 
Revetment. 

This  program  started  20-plus  years  ago  due  to  the  increase  in 
bank  caving  with  the  upstream  dams.  The  river  was  more  con- 
stantly at  half  to  two-thirds  bank  full  and,  therefore,  the  caving  in- 
creased and  we  were  losing  the  most  vital  land  resource  we  had, 
the  river  bottom  rich  land.  It  has  become  more  important  now  be- 
cause that  land  washes  up  downstream  as  sandbars  and  silt  and 
with  the  navigation  project  just  downstream,  this  serves  a  dual 
purpose  of  preventing  that  silt  from  washing  down  to  the  navigable 
channel. 

The  other  project  began  after  our  disastrous  flood  of  1990.  We 
found  out  that  inadequacy  of  levees,  and  even  those  that  held  were 
jeopardized  with  water  seeping  under  the  levees  and  forming  sand 
balls  where  it  would  bubble  up  and  they  would  have  to  circle  those 
with  sand  bags.  And  the  difficulty  of  getting  in  there  on  the  levees 
when  only  three-wheelers  and  four-wheelers  could  make  it. 
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So  this  program  has  been  under  way  now  since  shortly  after  the 
flood  to  widen  the  levees  with  more  gentle  slopes.  To  put  a  berm 
which  adds  weight,  more  dirt  and  weight,  where  the  sand  balls  oc- 
curred, and  a  gravel  road  on  the  top  so  they  can  be  traveled  to  see 
the  weak  spots.  We  ask  3.3  million  to  continue  this  project. 

Our  Congressman,  Jay  Dickey,  is  in  Arkansas  today  and  asks  for 
leave  to  submit  his  written  statement,  which  we  certainly  also  join 
in  that  request. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  I  guess  we  can  do  that,  even  though  he  is  in 
Arkansas.  We  will  forgive  them  this  time.  Jay  is  a  good  friend  of 
this  committee. 

Mr.  Stroud.  I  know,  and  he  was  here  with  us  last  year  and  the 
year  before  and  his  district  encompasses  all  of  the  counties  in 
southern  Arkansas  that  are  contiguous  to  Red  River  and  a  great 
friend  to  our  efforts. 

If  the  Chairman  doesn't  mind,  we  will  turn  some  time  back  to 
you  and  would  like  to  come  back  and  shake  hands  with  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Time  is  money  in  this  committee  so  you  made  a  good 
exchange. 

Thank  you  very  much  to  each  of  you.  And  the  names  that  appear 
here,  will  appear  in  the  record,  the  supporters  who  have  come  to 
Washington  to  plead  your  case.  You  have  always  done  a  very  good 
job  and  we  thank  you  again  very  much.  Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
RED  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECTS  (LA,  AR,  OK,  TX) 

WITNESS 
HON.  JIM  McCRERY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  LOUISIANA 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  reconvene. 

And  we  are  pleased  to  have  our  colleague  who  was  here  also  in 
the  group  that  has  already  left,  the  Red  River  group.  Congressman 
McCrery.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  McCrery.  I  appreciate  that  very  much.  I  apologize  for  being 
a  little  bit  late.  Basically,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  appear  in 
support  of  the  request  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Association,  particu- 
larly three  areas  that  I  am  interested  in  and  I  am  sure  they  hit 
on  all  of  these:  The  $16.7  million  that  is  in  the  President's  budget 
for  completing  the  project;  the  $9.7  million  that  is  necessary  just 
simply  to  maintain  and  operate  the  navigation  system;  the  Red 
River  Chloride  Control  Project,  which  is  still  ongoing,  but  as  you 
know  has  met  with  some  complaints  from  some  environmental 
quarters.  That  is  being  worked  on  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  We  are  hopeful  that  can  be  resolved  and  that  that  project 
can  go  forward. 

And  finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  something  that  I  talk  about  every 
year  is  the  mitigation  of  the  effects  of  the  waterway  on  interior 
wetlands  in  Louisiana  particularly.  We  really  would  appreciate  the 
continued  support  of  this  subcommittee  for  appropriations  to  pre- 
serve— purchase  and  preserve  superior  wetlands  from  willing  buy- 
ers around  the  navigation  project  so  that  we  might  preserve  those 
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last  few  remaining  acres  of  wetlands  that  we  have  in  Louisiana's 
interior. 

And  with  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  my  formal  remarks  for 
the  record  and  appreciate  your  time. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  thank  you  for 
coming  by. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Richard,  for  your  fine  presentation. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  McCrery  follows:] 
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Testimony   of 

Hon.  Jim  McCrery 

Fifth  District  of  Louisiana 


Presented  to  the 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  &  Water  Development 

March  21,  1995 

Chairman  Myers  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank  you  for  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  speak  for  a  moment  on  behalf  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Association.  Let  me  also  take 
this  moment  to  thank  each  of  you  for  the  su-ong  bipartisan  support  this  subcommittee  has  given  the 
Association  as  they  work  to  make  life  along  the  Red  River  more  prosperous  and  more  enjoyable 
for  us  all. 

The  A.ssociation's  president,  John  Stroud,  the  Executive  Director,  Rich  Brontoh,  and  the 
other  members  of  the  Association  you  will  hear  from  today,  will  provide  you  a  detailed 
presentation  of  the  plans  for  continued  development  of  the  navigational  and  recreational  resources 
of  the  river.  In  this  brief  introduction,  I  want  to  touch  on  three  of  these  programs  of  particular 
interest  to  me  and  the  people  I  serve.  , .,  .;      ,         ^  — 

First,  as  this  body  well  knows,  considerable  federal  time  and  money  have  already  been 
expended  to  make  the  Red  River  navigable  from  the  Mississippi  River  up-stream  to  Shreveport-- 
Bossier  City.  With  the  completion  of  Lock  &  Dam  4  and  5  last  year,  this  promise  is  about  to 
become  a  reality.  The  opening  of  the  Red  River  Waterway  will  pay  considerable  return  on  the 
federal  investment  in  the  form  of  increased  commercial  activity  throughout  the  Red  River  basin  and 
beyond.  Some  $16.7  milhon  is  needed  to  develop  the  area  along  the  river  for  recreation  and  to 
complete  construction  on  other  minor  sUaictures  vital  to  the  full  utihzation  of  this  new  resource.  In 
addition,  some  $9.7  milhon  is  needed  to  operate  and  maintain  the  waterway  itself.  I  strongly 
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endorse  these  requests  and  I  know  you  will  give  them  your  full  consideration  during  your 
deliberations. 

Second,  1  want  to  emphasize  the  need  for  funding  the  Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project. 
As  you  may  recall,  approximately  4,000  tons  of  naturally  occurring  salts  enter  the  upper  reaches  of 
the  Red  River  each  day.  These  salts  cause  problems  for  agricultural  and  recreational  users  of  the 
river  as  well  as  for  those  who  draw  their  drinking  water  from  the  Red.  Recognizing  the  need  to 
abate  these  problems.  President  Clinton  has  again  included  funding  for  chloride  control  along  the 
river  in  his  FY-96  budget.  The  President  and  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  have  asked  for 
some  $14.3  million  to  continue  these  efforts. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services  has  recently  raised  some  concerns  about  the  chloride 
control  project-this  despite  the  fact  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  coordinating  their  efforts 
on  the  project  with  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  since  1991 .  This  has  temporarily  halted 
construction  of  chloride  control  projects. 

As  the  members  of  the  Association  will  detail  for  you,  we  ask  that  you  continue  to  support 
chloride  control  along  the  Red  River.  The  issues  raised  by  the  Fish  &  WildUfe  Service  will  be 
fully  and  fairly  evaluated.  But  continued  funding  should  be  provided  to  ensure  that,  when  these 
issues  are  resolved,  construction  can  continue. 

Lastly,  I  ask  the  committee  to  keep  in  mind  the  need  for  continuing  the  mitigation  of 
wetlands  affected  by  construction  of  the  Red  River  Waterway.  In  keeping  with  their  long-standing 
practice  of  working  hand-in-hand  with  environmental  interests  along  the  river,  the  Red  River 
Valley  Association  supports  continuation  of  the  mitigation  effort.  In  my  district,  continuation  of 
Loggy  Bayou  mitigation  and  initiation  of  Bayou  Bodcau  are  vital  to  ensuring  the  preservation  of 
wildlife  habitat  in  harmony  with  the  recreational  and  commercial  utiUzation  of  the  Red  River. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  unfortunately,  the  need  to  shepherd  the  Welfare  Reform  legislation  through 
the  House  calls  me  away  from  the  remainder  of  today's  hearing.  But  I  leave  you  in  good  hands. 
The  members  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Asscxiation  have  worked  hard  to  provide  the  entire  Red 
River  Basin  with  a  resource  of  enormous  value.  I  know  you  and  your  subcommittee  will  give 
them  your  full  attention.  Thank  you  for  listening  and  thank  you  for  your  support 
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Mr.  Myers.  Now,  Mr.  Robb,  Chairman  of  the  Upper  Mississippi 
Flood  Control  Association.  Thank  you  for  giving  way  to  the  Mem- 
ber. Members  have  committees  they  must  make  and  they  have  to 
come  in  and  out  and  I  hope  you  understand.  Well,  we  have  another 
one  here.  Do  you  mind 

Mr.  ROBB.  No  problem.  Any  way  to  get  money. 

Mr.  Myers.  He  is  charging  us  by  the  hour  here. 


Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
ARKANSAS  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  RAY  THORNTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 

Mr.  Thornton.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  so  much  for  recogniz- 
ing me.  I  am  here  on  behalf  of  the  projects  that  are  in  my  State 
of  Arkansas. 

This  committee  has  always  been  very  positive  in  its  response  to 
the  needs  not  only  of  the  water  projects  in  my  particular  district, 
which  continue  and  which  I  ask  for  your  continued  support,  but 
also  I  have  a  special  interest  in  the  project  along  the  Red  River  in 
southwest  Arkansas  where  through  years  of  investment,  a  great 
deal  of  work  has  been  done  up  through  the  State  of  Louisiana,  and 
now  it  is  poised  to  move  into  Arkansas  with  work  to  stabilize  the 
banks  and  avoid  shoaling  the  banks  and  dumping  silt  and  sand 
into  the  river,  which  if  we  don't  take  action  is  going  to  wash  down- 
stream and  have  to  be  dredged  out  in  Louisiana,  a  much  more  ex- 
pensive alternative  than  continuing  with  the  projects  that  this  com- 
mittee has  so  far  so  greatly  supported. 

I  appreciate  your  leadership,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  past  on  this 
issue.  And  I  just  ask  that  you  give  your  usual  patient  and  cour- 
teous attention  to  the  witnesses  who  will  appear  before  you  and  to 
do  your  best  to  make  sure  that  we  do  not  lose  ground  in  Arkansas 
on  the  projects  that  we  have  had  in  the  past.  I  thank  you  very 
much,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  should  have  been  over  to  a  re- 
ception I  attended  Thursday  evening  that  honored  Ray  and  our 
good  friend  and  colleague  here.  I  just  never  heard  so  many  good 
things  said  about  one  man. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  wish  I  could  have  been  there.  I  am  sorry  I  missed 
it. 

Mr.  Thornton.  I  wish  you  had  been.  I  was  given  a  Lifetime 
Achievement  Award  by  the  National  Science  Foundation  because  of 
my  support  for  States  that  are  not  on  the  East  Coast  or  the  West 
Coast.  Alabama,  18  States  in  all,  have  been  benefited  in  the  explo- 
ration of  science  and  technology  and  that  group  honored  me.  And 
I  was  very  honored,  Mr.  Bevill,  that  you  were  there  for  that  occa- 
sion. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  let  everyone  of  them  know  that  I  was  a  close  friend 
of  his. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Did  you  get  it  for  your  congressional  service  or  Cjov- 
ernor's  service  or  both? 

Mr.  Thornton.  Well,  it  was  a  combination.  I  started  that  pro- 
gram in  Congress  in  the  1970s  when  I  was  here.  And  then  I  went 
back  home.  Kind  of  like  in  football  where  the  quarterback  throws 
a  pass  and  gets  deflected  and  he  grabs  it  and  runs.  Well,  I  became 
president  of  the  universities,  Arkansas  State  University  and  Uni- 
versity of  Arkansas,  which  were  the  recipients  of  the  program  and 
we  made  great  use  of  it  in  our  State  but  so  many  other  States  have 
done  as  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  And  you  came  back  reincarnated. 

Mr.  Thornton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  told  a  lot  of  people  who  asked 
why  I  would  leave  the  presidency  of  the  University  of  Arkansas, 
the  highest  paid  job  in  Arkansas  which  provides  an  airplane  to  fly 
me  around.  But  people  asked  me  why  I  gave  all  that  up  to  come 
back  to  Congress  and  I  told  them  I  got  tired  of  all  the  politics. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  jumped  out  of  the  frying  pan  into  the  fire. 
Thank  you,  Ray. 

Mr.  Thornton.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  you,  sir. 


Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  PROJECTS 

WITNESSES 

JOHN  A.  ROBB,  CHAIRMAN,  UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  FLOOD  CONTROL  AS- 
SOCIATION 

MIKE  KLINGNER,  SECRETARY,  UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  FLOOD  CONTROL 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Robb,  would  you  like  to  testify  again?  We  have 
kicked  him  out  of  that  seat  twice  already. 

Your  entire  statement,  as  prepared,  will  be  in  the  record  and  you 
can  proceed.  You  are  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  ROBB.  I  have  another  witness,  I  believe  who  is  here.  Mike? 

We  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  John  Robb,  the  chairman  of 
the  Upper  Mississippi  Flood  Control  Association,  and  accompany- 
ing me,  in  case  you  have  some  tough  questions  I  cannot  handle,  is 
Mike  Klingner,  who  is  the  secretary  of  our  association. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mike,  pleased  to  have  you. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Our  association  is  an  association  of  levee  and  drainage 
districts,  municipalities,  industry'  and  agriculture  from  Rock  Island 
on  the  Mississippi,  up  to  the  Illinois  River  and  part  of  the  Missouri 
River.  We  have  with  us  today  some  32,  counting  myself,  that  are 
here  on  the  Hill  talking  about  our  problems  in  the  upper  valley 
from  Illinois,  Iowa,  Mississippi,  and  Nebraska.  And  we  would  like 
to — I  will  furnish  a  list  of  those  names  if  we  could  enter  those  in 
the  record,  please. 

Mr.  Myers.  They  will  be  entered  in  the  record. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Across  our  Nation  and  around  the  world  natural  dis- 
asters continue  to  occur  with  devastating  results  to  regional  areas 
and  various  amounts  of  impact  nationally.  In  the  case  of  nations, 
in  1994,  the  Netherlands  barely  escaped  a  tremendous  national  dis- 
aster because  of  inadequate  protection  from  flooding.  The   1993 
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floods  in  the  Midwest  were  devastating  regionally,  but  had  only  a 
small  effect  on  the  national  economy.  In  1995,  flooding  in  Califor- 
nia will  have  very  little  effect  on  the  national  economy  but  will  im- 
pact the  vegetable  market  nationally. 

Disasters  come  in  two  forms,  natural  and  man-made.  Man  cannot 
control  nature  except  by  appeal  to  our  Creator.  However,  man  has 
certainly  been  given  authority  to  protect  ourselves  from  nature. 
And  we  have  the  technology  to  control  flooding.  I  wish  to  make  a 
few  points  about  our  failure  to  act  and  man-made  disasters. 

The  Salinas  Valley  in  California  is  the  most  excellent  area  in  the 
world  to  produce  vegetables.  The  cost  of  one  flood  is  more  than  the 
cost  of  protection  and  some  of  the  land  is  permanently  damaged. 
In  the  Netherlands,  a  quote  by  a  mad  Dutchman  printed  in  the  Co- 
lumbia, Missouri,  Tribune,  February  2,  1995,  is  sufficient:  These 
dikes  have  been  here  since  the  13th  Century.  And  they  just  haven't 
been  kept  up  because  of  all  the  "blank"  by  the  environmental 
freaks.  Nothing  is  happening.  You  need  to  have  an  eye  for  the 
landscape  but  it  is  more  important  to  look  out  for  the  people.  This 
is  going  to  cost  billions.  Fortunately  for  the  Dutch,  the  levees  held 
and  you  can  bet  your  last  green  donation,  when  the  next  flood 
comes,  the  Netherlands  and  north  Germany  will  be  prepared. 

Unfortunately,  along  the  navigable  portions  of  the  Upper  Mis- 
sissippi, Missouri,  and  Illinois  Rivers  we  didn't  prepare.  We  had  a 
man-made  disaster  and  we  are  waiting  for  another,  because  we 
have  done  absolutely  nothing  to  control  the  next  one.  The  solution 
designed  by  environmentalists,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
their  media  cheerleaders  was  to  repair  levees  to  their  preflood  con- 
ditions, jack  up,  buy  out,  and  move  out.  A  financial  and  taxpayer 
disaster  of  money  poured  down  the  proverbial  rat  hole.  The  cost  of 
this  lurch  toward  floodplain  management  would  have  paid  for  a 
system  that  would  have  prevented  this  five-century  flood.  A  pitiful 
man-made  disaster. 

The  two  crown  jewels  of  the  floodplain  management  crowds,  solu- 
tion for  the  1993  flood,  are  the  buyout  of  Valmeyer,  Illinois,  on  the 
Middle  Mississippi  River  and  the  purchase  of  Louisa  Number  8 
Drainage  District  on  the  Iowa  River.  A  $8.6  million  flank-levee 
project  in  the  Harrisonville  levee  and  drainage  district  would  have 
prevented  the  flooding  of  Valmeyer.  Restoration  cost,  disaster  pay- 
ments, and  Valmeyer  buyout  in  the  Harrisonville  L&DD  will  ex- 
ceed $54  million.  Cost  information  source,  Monroe  County  Treas- 
urer. 

The  Louisa  Number  8  Drainage  District  has  a  new  name.  Horse- 
shoe Bend,  and  new  owners,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the 
same  farmers,  but  under  new  management.  Attached  to  my  testi- 
mony is  a  letter  which  I  would  like  to  submit  to  the  record,  if  I 
may,  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  the  previous  owners  of- 
fering contracts  to  farm  their  previous  farms  to,  quote,  "control  wil- 
low and  Cottonwood  infestation,  while  the  new  managers,  over  a  pe- 
riod of  time,  gather  the  resources  to  properly  manage  the  area," 
end  of  quote. 

It  took  the  farmers  about  80  years  to  perfect  the  system  that 
bounces  wildlife  off  our  cars  like  bugs  off  the  windshield  and  pays 
the  government  for  the  privilege.  It  is  anybody's  guess  how  long  it 
will  take  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  discover  a  new  system, 
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but  the  cost  will  be  top  secret  and  a  congressional  investigation 
could  not  discover  the  actual  taxpayer  cost.  Truly  a  man-made  dis- 
aster. 

However,  the  greatest  disaster  to  the  Midwest  is  environmental 
overkill  which  is  preventing  economic  development  along  the  most 
strategically  located  river  system  in  the  world  while  the  rest  of  the 
world  is  preparing  their  waterways  for  development  and  inter- 
national trade. 

Dr.  Anatoly  Hochstein,  Director  of  the  National  Ports  and  Water- 
ways Institute,  recently  said,  quote:  "Observing  the  attitudes,  in- 
vestments, and  plans  for  the  future,  it  appears  that  at  this  time 
the  development  of  inland  waterways  and  their  perceived  role  in 
the  U.S.  national  transportation  system  and  in  the  rest  of  the 
world  look  like  opposites."  And  I  have  a  presentation  that  was  pre- 
sented by  Dr.  Hochstein  at  our  annual  meeting  in  February  on  an 
overview  of  the  world  transportation  system.  I  would  like  to  submit 
that  for  the  record  also,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Myers.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  ROBB.  From  Dr.  Hochstein's  statement  comes  the  following 
statements  of  projects  in  the  rest  of  the  world.  Europe  has  just 
completed  the  multibillion-dollar  Rhine-Danube  project  to  transport 
barges  from  the  North  Sea  to  the  Black  Sea  and  announced  $26  bil- 
lion in  new  projects. 

China  has  two  major  waterway  projects  under  way.  Moderniza- 
tion of  the  southern  branch  of  the  Grand  Canal  and  a  $12  billion 
Three  Gorges  Dam  Project  for  flood  control,  hydro,  and  navigation. 
The  Tiete-Parana  Development  Agency,  in  cooperation  with  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  has  just  announced  a  $655  million 
waterway,  along  with  a  natural  gas  pipeline,  is  projected  to  initiate 
$20  billion  of  economic  development  in  the  next  five  years,  reduce 
transportation  costs  of  soybeans  by  fivefold,  and  move  5  million 
tons  of  additional  soybeans  to  the  international  market.  There  will 
be  another  disaster  when  we  allow  floodplain  management  to  cost 
this  Nation  our  leading  positive  balance  of  trade  markets. 

How  can  the  rest  of  the  world  spend  billions  on  waterway 
projects  while  the  United  States  cannot  justify  the  cost  to  maintain 
and  improve  our  infrastructure?  Because  the  world  recognizes  that 
infrastructure  brings  development  and  economic  expansion  and  is 
good,  but  in  this  country,  development  is  bad  if  it  interferes  with 
an  1850's  landscape.  How  can  we  compete  in  the  21st  Century  with 
1930's  infrastructure?  Another  disaster  waiting  to  happen. 

An  improved  levee  system  will  reduce  restoration  costs  from 
flooding  and  provide  adjacent  development.  It  will  improve  effi- 
ciencies and  spread  maintenance  costs.  Adjacent  development  pro- 
vides increased  benefits  to  justify  installation  costs.  The  grain  pro- 
duced on  the  2  million  acres  protected  from  flooding  on  the  Upper 
Mississippi,  Illinois,  and  the  Missouri  is  20  cents  a  bushel  cheaper 
to  export  than  grain  from  central  Iowa  where  a  lot  of  our  grain 
comes  from,  and  reduces  our  overall  Nation's  export  grain  price. 

The  navigable  rivers  are  filling  with  sand  and  sediment.  It  is  still 
in  the  backwaters  and  side  channel  areas.  The  radical  environ- 
mentalists and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  want  the  rivers  to  mean- 
der naturally  to  establish  new  channels  and  habitat.  A  natural 
river  is  not  navigable  to  barges. 
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The  major  rivers  of  America's  fourth  coasthne  have  a  tremendous 
economic  potential.  The  Midwest  can  fully  participate  in  world 
trade  only  if  our  waterways  are  fully  developed.  The  sand  and  sedi- 
ment cannot  be  dredged  out  and  placed  on  a  levee  system.  The  cost 
will  be  $1.8  billion  and  will  prevent  the  five-year  floods.  The  sav- 
ings in  transportation  costs  and  economic  development  is  the  an- 
swer to  rural  development  in  the  Midwest. 

The  President  is  coming  to  Iowa  this  month  to  talk  about  rural 
development.  We  think  the  real  answer  lay  along  our  major  rivers 
and  with  international  trade.  These  leveed  areas  have  paid  $12  bil- 
lion in  taxes  in  1993  dollars  since  being  built.  The  1993  damages 
were  $2.5  billion. 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  and  other  environmental  mandates 
are  being  used  to  dismantle  and  prevent  maintenance  and  improve- 
ments to  our  waterway  system.  A  proposal  by  the  Corps  would  shut 
down  the  Missouri  River  navigation  system  in  an  effort  by  the 
Corps  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
The  proposal  would  increase  water  flow  in  the  spring  and  reduce 
flow  in  the  fall  in  an  experiment  to  improve  the  sturgeon  spawning 
and  least  tern  and  piping  plover  nesting. 

The  natural  spawning,  if  successful,  will  not  improve  the  present 
hatch  and  release  program  and  the  nesting  area  of  432  acres  on  the 
entire  Missouri  River  would  be  improved  by  17  to  117  acres  and 
produce  21  birds  each,  per  year.  Mississippi  River  navigation  would 
be  frequently  affected  similar  to  the  drought  year  of  1988.  This  pro- 
posal would  reduce  property  values  in  Missouri,  Kansas,  Nebraska, 
and  western  Iowa  and  affect  the  Midwest  economy  by  the  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars.  Another  disaster.  Cut  the  funding. 

The  environmental  management  program  on  the  Upper  Mis- 
sissippi and  Illinois  Rivers  will  spend  $200  million  of  hard-earned 
tax  dollars  by  2003  and  cause  losses  of  hundreds  of  millions  in 
commerce.  The  EMP  program  spends  tax  dollars  moving  sand  and 
sediment  to  build  islands  inside  the  floodway  and  riprap  islands, 
which  the  river  moves  back  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
moves  back  and  build  levee  and  drainage  districts  which  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  say  are  to  hold  the  river  in,  not  out.  The  latest  innova- 
tion in  job  security  is  planting  of  hardwoods  in  the  floodway  which 
will  need  to  be  planted  again  after  the  next  flood. 

These  hard-earned  tax  dollars  need  to  be  used  to  build  infra- 
structure and  encourage  economic  expansion  to  pay  off  our  moun- 
tain of  debt  created  by  these  t3rpes  of  boondoggles.  A  quick  way  to 
cut  $200  million  from  the  budget  is  to  discontinue  appropriations 
for  the  entire  environmental  management  program.  Everyone  is  so 
anxious  to  move  food  stamps  out  of  the  agriculture  budget,  let's 
move  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  EPA  fundings  out  of  the  infrastruc- 
ture budget.  Let  these  freeloaders  that  are  a  continual  heartache 
and  handicap  to  commerce  fund  their  own  budgets  and  justify  the 
value  of  their  own  experiments.  Why  is  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice managing  our  economy  in  the  Midwest  along  these  most  valu- 
able navigable  rivers?  We  ask  again,  cut  the  funding. 

The  environmental  industry  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
are  trying  to  add  six  years  and  $24  million  to  the  Corps'  study  of 
the  Upper  Mississippi  and  Illinois  Rivers'  navigation  systems.  The 
present  study  is  for  six  years  and  will  spend  $13  million  to  deter- 
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mine  environmental  impacts  from  navigation.  A  large  amount  of 
these  tax  dollars  are  being  spent  to  measure  effects  from  waves 
and  sediment  from  tow  props.  The  river  is  not  in  a  vacuum.  There 
is  wind  almost  every  day.  They  haven't  made  a  tow  boat  that  can 
match  the  wind  for  waves.  Annual  floods  and  major  floods  literally 
plow  the  river  bottom  and  move  billions  of  tons  of  sand  and  sedi- 
ment. 

The  Corps  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  spent  millions 
of  dollars  on  numerous  studies  since  1979  and  cannot  come  to  a 
conclusion.  Enough  already.  While  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  environmental  radicals  delay  improvement  and  maintenance  of 
our  system,  South  America  is  steadily  building  infrastructure,  with 
our  bank  financing,  to  capture  world  markets.  Stop  these  boon- 
doggles. Cut  the  funding. 

Principles  and  guidelines,  benefit-cost  analysis  formula,  being 
used  to  evaluate  waterway  projects,  does  not  properly  value  bene- 
fits and  do  not  allow  benefits  for  flood  control  which  are  allowed 
for  other  projects.  Flood  control  projects  receive  no  benefits  for  fu- 
ture economic  development,  although  the  rest  of  the  world  does. 
Transportation,  recreation,  environment,  habitat  protection  and  ag- 
ricultural land  is  valued  for  cash  value  of  one  crop.  Navigation  is 
allowed  benefits  for  future  usage,  based  upon  a  projection  curve. 
The  $5  billion  Denver  Airport  was  approved  for  Federal  funding 
partly  based  on  future  usage  and  regional  economic  expansion  be- 
cause of  the  new  airport. 

Recreation  and  habitat  enhancements  are  given  inflated  values 
in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  project  analysis.  Drainage  districts 
have  the  best  habitat  and  receive  no  credit  for  benefits.  The  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce  is  spending  U.S.  tax  dollars  to  help  plan 
and  promote  the  Tiete-Parana  Development  Agency's  $655  million 
waterway  project  in  South  America  because  of  $20  billion  of  future 
economic  development,  made  possible  by  the  watei-way  project.  If 
cost-benefit  calculations  are  used,  we  should  use  the  best  available 
technology.  The  flood  frequency  must  be  corrected.  The  current 
standard  distribution  function,  (log-Pearson  Type  III)  for  annual 
peak  discharges  are  incorrect  and  greatly  distort  cost-benefit  cal- 
culations. Also,  we  should  use  the  most  current  flow  data  since  the 
1930s. 

Flood  control  in  the  upper  valley  is  under  attack  for  a  lot  of  rea- 
sons other  than  this  administration  budget.  Mr.  Bevill  correctly 
recognized  that  as  a  bad  idea.  We  appreciate  that,  Mr.  Bevill,  but 
there  are  other  problems  we  have  with  the  way  we  assess  the  bene- 
fits, and  we  are  bringing  that  to  the  attention  of  the  committee 
here. 

The  administration's  fiscal  year  budget  recommendations  to  re- 
verse the  Federal-sponsor  contributions  to  25  percent  Federal  and 
75  percent  local  for  flood  control  projects  will  virtually  eliminate 
flood  control  in  America.  The  rule  which  requires  50  percent 
stream  flow  from  out  of  State  to  involve  the  Federal  participation 
is  not  workable,  example  the  Illinois  River,  the  Missouri  River  in 
Montana,  and  the  Tennessee  River  in  eastern  Tennessee.  The  ad- 
ministration is  attempting  to  change  the  1936  Flood  Control  Act 
without  legislation. 
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If  flood  control  is  eliminated  and  the  levee  systems  are  not  main- 
tained, economic  development  is  forbidden,  new  structures  cannot 
be  built,  existing  structures  cannot  be  improved,  insurance  is 
unafFordable,  agriculture  is  made  unequal,  and  then  what  happens 
after  the  next  flood?  Floodplain  management? 

If  the  President's  plan  is  implemented,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  will  eventually  be  farming  or  managing  the  farming  on  2 
million  acres  along  the  Midwest's  navigable  rivers,  some  of  the 
most  productive  land  in  the  world,  and  South  America  and  Europe 
will  be  laughing  all  the  way  to  the  bank.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Robb. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Robb  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

Committee  on  Energy  &  Water  Development 

March  21,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee  my  name  is  John 
Robb.  I  am  chairman  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  Flood  Control 
Association,  an  association  of  Levee  &  Drainage  Districts,  Munic- 
ipalities, Industry,  &  Agriculture  in  the  Upper  Mississippi 
Valley.  We  are  very  grateful  to  be  allowed  time  to  present  our 
views  regarding  appropriations  for  water  development  projects. 

Across  our  Nation  and  around  the  world  natural  disasters 
continue  to  occur,  with  devastating  results  to  regional  areas  and 
various  amounts  of  impact  nationally.  In  the  case  of  nations,  in 
1994,  The  Netherlands  barely  escaped  a  tremendous  national  dis- 
aster, because  of  inadequate  protection  from  flooding.  The  1993 
floods  in  the  Midwest  were  devastating  regionally,  but  had  only  a 
small  affect  on  the  national  economy.  The  1995  flooding  in 
California  will  have  very  little  affect  on  the  national  economy, 
but  will  impact  the  vegetable  market  nationally. 

Disasters  come  in  two  forms,  natural  and  man  made.  Man 
cannot  control  nature  except  by  appeal  to  our  Creator.  However, 
man  has  certainly  been  given  authority  to  protect  ourselves  from 
nature.  We  have  the  technology  to  control  flooding.  I  wish  to 
make  a  few  points  about  our  failure  to  act  and  man  made  dis- 
asters . 

The  Salinas  Valley  in  California  is  the  most  excellent  area 
in  the  world  to  produce  vegetables.  The  cost  of  one  flood  is 
more  than  the  cost  of  protection  and  some  of  the  land  is  perma- 
nently damaged.  In  the  Netherlands,  a  quote  by  a  mad  Dutchman, 
and  printed  in  the  Columbia,  Missouri,  Tribune,  February  2,  1995 
is  sufficient,  "  These  dikes  have  been  here  since  the  13th  cen- 
tury...and  they  just  haven't  been  kept  up...  because  of  all  the 
"blank"  by  the  environmental  freaks,  nothing  is  happening .. .You 
need  to  have  an  eye  for  the  landscape,  but  its  more  important  to 
look  out  for  the  people... This  is  going  to  cost  billions." 
Fortunately,  for  the  Dutch,  the  levees  held  and  you  can  bet  your 
last  green  donation,  when  the  next  flood  comes  the  Netherlands 
and  northern  Germany  will  be  prepared. 

Unfortunately,  along  the  navigable  portions  of  the  Upper 
Mississippi,  Missouri,  and  Illinois  Rivers  we  did  not  prepare,  we 
had  a  man  made  disaster  and  we  are  waiting  for  another,  because 
we  have  done  absolutely  nothing  to  control  the  next  one.  The 
solution,  designed  by  environmentalist,  the  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service,  and  their  "media  cheerleaders",  was  to  repair  levees  to 
pre-flood  conditions,  jack  up,  buy  out,  and  move  out.  A  finan- 
cial and  tax  payer  disaster  of  money  poured  down  the  proverbial 
rat  hole.   The  cost  of  this  lurch  toward  "Floodplain  Management" 
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would  have  paid  for  a  system  that  would  have  prevented  this  5 
century  flood.   A  pitiful  man  made  disaster. 

The  two  "crown  jewels"  of  the  floodplain  management  crowds, 
solution  for  the  1993  flood,  are  the  buy  out  of  Valmeyer,  Illi- 
nois on  the  Middle  Mississippi  River  and  the  purchase  of  Louisa  # 
8  Drainage  District,  on  the  Iowa  River.  A  $8.6  million  dollar 
flank  levee  project  in  the  Harr i sonvi 1 1 e  Levee  &  Drainage  Dis- 
trict would  have  prevented  the  flooding  of  Valmeyer.  Restoration 
cost,  disaster  payments,  and  Valmeyer  buy  out  in  the  Harrison- 
ville  L  &  DD  will  exceed  $54  million,  cost  information  source, 
Monroe  County  Treasurer. 

The  Louisa  #  8  Drainage  District  has  a  new  name  "Horseshoe 
Bend",  new  owners  (FWS),  and  the  same  farmers,  but  under  new 
management.  Attached  to  my  testimony  is  a  letter  from  the  FWS  to 
the  previous  owners,  offering  contracts  to  farm  their  previous 
farms  to  "control  willow  and  Cottonwood  infestation,"  while  the 
new  managers,  "over  a  period  of  t ime .. .gather  the  resources  to 
properly  manage  the  area."  It  took  farmers  about  80  years  to 
perfect  the  system  that  bounces  wildlife  off  our  cars  like  bugs 
off  the  windshield  and  pays  the  government  for  the  privilege.  It 
is  any  bodies  guess  how  long  it  will  take  the  FWS  to  discover  a 
new  system,  but  the  cost  will  be  top  secrete  and  a  congressional 
investigation  couldn't  discover  the  actual  tax  payer  cost,  truly 
a  man  made  disaster. 

However,  the  greatest  disaster  to  the  Midwest  is  environmen- 
tal over  kill  which  is  preventing  economic  development  along  the 
most  strategically  located  river  system  in  the  world,  while  the 
rest  of  the  world  is  preparing  their  waterways  for  development 
and  international  trade.  Dr.  Anatoly  Hochstein,  Director  of 
National  Ports  and  Waterways  Institute  recently  said,  "Observing 
the  attitudes,  investments,  and  plans  for  the  future,  it  appears 
that  at  this  time,  the  development  of  inland  waterways  and  their 
perceived  role  in  U.S.  National  Transportation  System  and  in  the 
rest  of  the  world  look  like  opposites." 

Europe  has  just  completed  the  mu  1 1 i -b i 1 1  ion  dollar  Rhine- 
Danube  project  to  transport  barges  from  the  North  Sea  to  the 
Black  Sea  and  announced  $26  billion  dollars  in  new  projects. 
China  has  two  major  waterway  projects  underway.  Modernization  of 
the  southern  branch  of  the  Grand  Canal  and  the  $12  billion  dollar 
Three  Gorges  Dam  Project  for  flood  control,  hydro,  and  naviga- 
tion. The  Tiete-Parana  Development  Agency,  in  cooperation  with 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  has  just  announced  a  $655  million 
dollar  waterway  project,  in  South  America.  The  project  on  the 
Tiete-Parana  River  System,  along  with  a  natural  gas  pipe  line, 
is  projected  to  initiate  $20  billion  dollars  of  economic  develop- 
ment in  the  next  5  years . reduce  transportat  ion  cost  of  soybeans 
by  5  fold,  and  move  5.  mi  1 1  ion  tons  of  addit  ional  soybeans  to  the 
internat  ional   market .    There  will  be  another  disaster   when   we 
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allow  "floodplain  management"  to  cost  this  Nation  our  leading 
positive  balance  of  trade  markets. 

How  can  the  rest  of  the  world  spend  billions  on  waterway 
projects  while  the  United  States  cannot  justify  the  cost  to 
maintain  and  improve  our  infrastructure?  The  world  recognizes 
that  infrastructure  brings  development  and  economic  expansion  and 
is  good,  but  in  this  country  development  is  bad  if  it  interferes 
with  an  1850's  landscape.  How  can  we  compete  in  the  21st  century 
with  1930's  infrastructure.   Another  disaster  waiting  to  happen. 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  and  other  environmental  mandates 
are  being  used  to  dismantle  or  prevent  maintenance  and  improve- 
ments to  our  waterway  system.  A  proposal  by  the  Corps  would  shut 
down  the  Missouri  River  navigation  System,  in  an  effort  by  the 
Corps  to  meet  requirements  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The 
proposal  would  increase  water  flow  in  the  spring  and  reduce  flow 
in  the  fall,  in  an  experiment  to  improve  sturgeon  spawning  and 
least   tern  and  piping  plover  nesting. 

The  natural  spawning  if  successful,  will  not  improve  the 
present  hatch  and  release  program  and  the  nesting  area  of  432 
acres  on  the  entire  Missouri  River  would  be  improved  by  17  to  117 
acres  and  produce  21  birds  each,  per  year.  Mississippi  River 
Navigation  would  be  frequently  affected  similar  to  the  drought 
year  of  1988.  This  proposal  would  reduce  property  values  in 
Missouri,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  and  western  Iowa,  and  affect  the 
Midwest  economy  by  lOO's  of  millions  of  dollars,  another  dis- 
aster.  CUT  THE  FUNDING! 

The  Environmental  Management  Program  on  the  Upper  Mississip- 
pi and  Illinois  Rivers  will  spend  $200  million  of  hard  earned  tax 
dollars  by  2003  and  cause  losses  of  lOO's  of  millions  in  com- 
merce. The  EMP  program  spends  tax  dollars  moving  sand  and  sedi- 
ment to  build  islands  inside  the  floodway  and  rip  rap  islands, 
which  the  river  moves  and  the  FWS  moves  back,  and  build  levee  & 
drainage  districts  which  the  FWS  say  are  to  hold  the  river  in, 
not  out.  The  latest  innovation  in  job  security  is  planting  of 
hardwoods  in  the  floodway  which  will  need  to  be  planted  again 
after  the  next  flood. 

These  hard  earned  tax  dollars  need  to  be  used  to  build  in- 
frastructure and  encourage  economic  expansion  to  pay  off  our 
mountain  of  debt  created  by  these  types  of  boon  doggies.  A  quick 
way  to  cut  $200  million  from  the  budget  is  to  discontinue  appro- 
priations for  the  entire  Environmental  Management  Program. 
Everyone  is  so  anxious  to  move  food  stamps  out  of  the  Agriculture 
budget,  lets  move  FWS  and  EPA  funding  out  of  the  infrastructure 
budget.  Let  these  freeloaders  that  are  a  continual  heart  ache 
and  handicap  to  commerce,  fund  their  own  budgets  and  justify  the 
value  of  their  experiments.   CUT  THE  FUNDING 
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The  environmental  industry  and  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
are  trying  to  add  6  years  and  $24  million  to  the  Corps  Study  of 
the  Upper  Mississippi  &  Illinois  Rivers  Navigation  Systems.  The 
present  study  is  for  6  years  and  will  spend  $13  million  to  deter- 
mine environmental  impacts  from  navigation.  A  large  amount  of 
these  tax  dollars  are  being  spent  to  measure  affects  from  waves 
and  sediment  from  tow  props.  The  river  is  not  in  a  vacuum,  there 
is  wind  almost  every  day.  They  haven't  made  a  tow  boat  that  can 
match  the  wind  for  waves.  Annual  floods  and  major  floods  liter- 
ally plow  the  river  bottom  and  move  billions  of  tons  of  sand  and 
sediment  . 

The  Corps  and  the  FWS  have  spent  millions  of  dollars  on 
numerous  studies  since  1979  and  cannot  come  to  a  conclusion. 
Enough  already!  While  the  FWS  and  environmental  radicals  delay 
improvement  and  maintenance  of  our  system,  South  America  is 
steadily  building  infrastructure,  with  our  bank  financing,  to 
capture  world  markets.  Stop  these  boon  doggies.  CUT  THE 
FUNDING! ! ! 

Principles  and  Guide  Lines,  Benefit  Cost  Analysis  Formula, 
being  used  to  evaluate  waterway  projects,  does  not  properly  value 
benefits  and  do  not  allow  benefits  for  flood  control  which  are 
allowed  for  other  projects.  Flood  control  projects  receive  no 
benefits  for  future  economic  development,  transportation,  recrea- 
tion, environment  and  habitat  protection,  and  agricultural  land 
is  valued  for  cash  value  of  one  crop.  Navigation  is  allowed 
benefits  for  future  usage,  based  upon  a  projection  curve.  The  $5 
billion  Denver  Airport  was  approved  for  federal  funding  partly 
based  upon  future  usage  and  regional  economic  expansion,  because 
of  the  new  airport. 

Recreation  and  habitat  enhancements  are  given  inflated 
values  in  FWS  project  analysis.  Drainage  Districts  have  the  best 
habitat  and  receive  no  credit  for  benefits.  The  U.S.  Department 
of  Commerce  is  spending  U.S.  tax  dollars  to  help  plan  and  promote 
the  Tiete-Parana  Development  Agency's  $655  million  waterway 
project  in  South  America,  because  of  $20  billion  of  future  eco- 
nomic development,  made  possible  by  the  waterway  project.  If 
cost  benefit  calculations  are  used,  we  should  use  the  best  avail- 
able technology.  The  flood  frequency  must  be  corrected.  The 
current  standard  distribution  function  (log-Pearson  Type  III)  for 
annual  peak  discharges  are  incorrect  and  greatly  distort  the 
Cost-Benefit  calculations.  Also  we  should  use  the  most  current 
flow  data  since  the  1930's. 

The  Administration's  Fiscal  Year  Budget  recommendations,  to 
reverse  the  federal  and  sponsor  contributions  to  25%  federal  and 
75%  local  for  flood  control  projects,  would  virtually  eliminate 
flood  control  in  America.  The  rule  which  requires  50%  stream 
flow  from  out  of  state  to  involve  federal  participation  is  not 
workable,   example   the   Illinois  River,  the   Missouri   River   in 
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Montana,  and  the  Tennessee  River  in  eastern  Tennesse.  The  Admin- 
istration is  attempting  to  change  the  1936  Flood  Control  Act 
without  legislation. 

If  flood  control  is  eliminated  and  the  levee  systems  are  not 
maintained,  economic  development  is  forbidden,  new  structures 
cannot  be  built,  existing  structures  cannot  be  improved,  in- 
surance is  un-af fordable ,  agriculture  is  made  unequal,  and  then 
what  happens  after  the  next  flood  ?   Floodplain  Management??? 

If  the  President's  plan  is  implemented  the  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service  will  eventually  be  farming  or  managing  the  farming  on  2 
million  acres  along  the  Midwest's  navigable  rivers,  some  of  the 
most  productive  land  in  the  world,  and  South  America  and  Europe 
will  be  laughing  all  the  way  to  the  BANK. 

Thank  you  very  much. 
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Mr.  Myers.  You  spoke  language  we  understand.  Do  you  hire  out? 

Mr.  ROBB.  Well,  we  appreciate  your  understanding  of  our  prob- 
lem. And  we  sat  here  and  heard  the  testimony  from  all  the  other 
areas  and  one  of  the  things  that  strikes  me  is  that  obviously  in  the 
lower  valley,  we  have  flood  control,  navigation,  economic  develop- 
ment, are  all  one.  In  the  upper  valley,  they  are  totally  separate. 
And  we  believe  if  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Valley  and  the  five 
States  along  these  major  navigable  rivers — the  Illinois,  Mississippi 
and  Missouri — are  going  to  have  equal  markets,  we  must  develop 
our  waterways. 

Mr.  Myers.  This  committee  understands  that  and  we  have  been 
preaching  the  same  things.  Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  just  appreciate  your  statement.  And  I  share  your 
feelings.  I  got  the  impression  that  you  don't  rate  Fish  and  Wildlife 
very  high. 

Mr.  Robe.  Well,  Fish  and  Wildlife  do  a  very  good  job  in  what 
they  are  suited  to  do,  but  it  is  not  in  managing  the  economy. 

Mr.  Myers.  Just  tend  to  their  own  business. 

Mr.  RoBB.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  hit  the  right  way.  One  way  to  do  it  is  through 
appropriations.  We  can  control  the  growth  of  government  and  un- 
necessary government  by  the  appropriations  process.  No  other  way 
today  with  the  makeup  of  the  Congress  and  the  White  House  the 
way  it  is.  The  only  way  to  do  it  is  to  control  the  appropriations.  We 
have  been  preaching  that  a  little  bit  here.  But  the  proof  will  be  in 
the  pudding. 

Are  you  west  of  Peoria? 

Mr.  ROBB.  I  am  on  the  Mississippi  200  miles  north  of  St.  Louis. 
I  have  a  farm  there  on  the  Illinois  side. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  am  right  across  from  you  in  Indiana. 

Mr.  ROBB.  I  understand  you  are  coming  out  our  way  soon. 

Mr.  Myers.  Am  I?  Staff  hadn't  told  me.  Oh,  during  the  Easter 
recess  we  are  coming  out  to  look  at — I  think  the  Chairman — I  keep 
calling  him  the  Chairman.  All  these  years — he  is  still  my  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  RoBB.  We  are  glad  you  are  coming  out  to  the  Midwest  to  see 
about  us. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  live  on  the  Wabash  and  I  know  what  a  flood  looks 
like.  I  agree  with  your  statement,  a  very  fine  statement.  But  you 
ought  to  go  out  and  preach  outside  of  the  House  here,  too.  Go  back 
and  preach  to  some  of  these  other  groups,  if  you  will. 

Mr.  RoBB.  Yes,  sir,  we  are  doing  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

[The  Statement  of  Mr.  Thompson  follows:]      i 


441 


Congregg  of  tfje  ®nitcb  Stated 
i^ou£(e  of  i&eprestentatibeg 

aaaBliinaton.  ©C  20515-2402 


TEE  ON  AGRICULIi 


COMMITTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS 


STATEMENT 
OF 

CONGRESSMAN  BENNIE  G.  THOMPSON  (D-MISSISSIPPI) 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

MARCH  21,  1995 


louNO  B.YOU,  MS  38762 


442 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  due  to  an  urgent 
matter  in  my  District  I  am  unable  to  be  with  you  today.  However,  I  am 
pleased  to  submit  my  written  testimony  to  this  hearing  of  the  House 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  relating 
to  appropriations  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  As  you  may  know,  I  represent  the 
Second  Congressional  District  of  Mississippi.  My  congressional  district 
borders  the  Mississippi  River  and  includes  the  area  known  as  the 
Mississippi  Delta  ("the  Delta),  which  is  the  primary  agricultural  region  of 
the  state. 

Flooding  continues  to  be  a  major  problem  in  the  Mississippi  Delta 
and  any  interruption  in  the  funding  of  the  flood  control  projects  will  pose 
immediate  danger  to  the  residents  of  the  Delta.  Therefore,  I  am 
requesting  the  Subcommittee  to  adequately  fund  flood  control  projects  in 
the  Delta.  These  projects  include  the  Demonstration  Erosion  Control 
Project,  the  Upper  Yazoo  Projects,  the  Yazoo  Basin  Tributaries,  the 
Sunflower  Basin  (construction  and  maintenance),  and,  the  Yazoo 
Backwater  and  Reformulation  Unit. 
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Page  2.  Congressman  Thompson 

After  reviewing  the  Clinton  Administration's  proposed  budget 
request,  I  have  determined  that  the  Administration  supports  adequate 
funding  for  the  Mississippi  Delta  flood  control  project.  I  urge  the 
Subcommittee  to  fund  these  projects  at  the  level  requested  by  the 
Administration. 

Since  the  major  Mississippi  River  flood  in  1927,  which  caused 
severe  damage  in  Mississippi,  Mississippians  have  worked  closely  with 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  other  governmental  agencies  to  ensure 
that  the  land  and  personal  property  of  our  residents  are  protected  from 
sever  flooding.  Several  representatives  from  Mississippi  will  testify  in 
greater  detail  before  the  Subcommittee  today  on  these  various  projects 
and  their  importance  to  maintaining  adequate  flood  control  in  our  state. 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Energy  and  Water  Development  carefully  consider  the  important  flood 
control  measures  that  are  critical  to  the  Delta  region  and  support  sufficient 
funding  to  implement  these  measures.  I  ask  that  my  written  testimony  be 
included  in  the  record  for  this  subcommittee  hearing. 


444 

Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
CAMANCHE  RESERVOIR,  CALIFORNIA 

WITNESS 

MICHAEL  WALLIS,  DIRECTOR,  WASTEWATER  DEPARTMENT,  EAST  BAY 
MUNICIPAL  UTILITY  DISTRICT 

Mr.  Myers.  We  now  welcome  Michael  Wallis,  Director  of  the 
Wastewater  Department,  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District.  You 
may  proceed  as  you  care  up  to  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Wallis.  Thank  you.  I  am  Michael  Wallis,  Director  of  the 
Wastewater  for  the  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District  or  we  call 
it  East  Bay  MUD.  I  appear  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  our  board 
of  directors  to  urge  you  to  provide  Federal  assistance  in  the  amount 
of  $250,000  to  support  a  Federal,  State,  and  local  partnership  to  re- 
spond to  water  quality  threats  posed  by  the  abandoned  hard  rock 
Penn  Mine  site  located  in  Calaveras  County,  California. 

The  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District  is  located  in  Oakland, 
California.  We  provide  water  supply  and  wastewater  treatment  to 
more  than  1  million  people  in  the  communities  of  East  Bay  and 
San  Francisco.  We  manage  our  watersheds  and  reservoirs  in  a  cost- 
effective  and  environmentally  protective  manner  to  ensure  that  our 
communites  receive  the  highest  quality  drinking  water.  We  take 
pride  in  managing  our  resources  in  a  manner  that  contributes  to 
the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  Fish  and  Wildlife. 

With  this  background,  let  me  explain  the  circumstances  that 
brings  the  district  before  you  today  to  request  the  subcommittee's 
support  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  funding  assistance  to  par- 
ticipate in  an  intergovernmental  partnership  to  respond  to  an  im- 
portant water  quality  problem. 

In  1861,  the  Penn  Mine  opened  adjacent  to  the  Mokelumne  River 
and  over  the  past  75  years  produced  copper,  zinc,  lead,  gold,  and 
silver.  The  last  significant  mining  activity  occurred  during  World 
War  II  at  which  time  the  sole  reason  for  operations  was  to  meet 
governmental  munitions  requirements.  In  fact,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment contracted  for  the  operations  mine  during  that  period.  In  the 
course  of  the  mining  operation,  waste  rock  piles  were  created  that 
afiected  two  tributaries  of  the  Mokelumne  River.  It  was  apparent 
that  these  waste  rock  piles  were  the  source  of  fish  kills  and  contrib- 
uted to  water  quality  degradation. 

In  1978,  East  Bay  MUD  at  the  request  of  the  State  of  California 
Central  Valley  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  and  the  De- 
partment of  Fish  and  Game  implemented  a  temporary  abatement 
program  that  would  control  acid  mine  waste  discharges  that  were 
creating  fish  kills.  We  undertook  this  Good  Samaritan  effort  be- 
cause the  discharge  was  flowing  across  a  limited  portion  of  our  wa- 
tershed property  buffer  zone.  And  had  we  known  the  consequences 
of  our  good  deed,  we  probably  would  have  thought  twice  about  it. 

And  I  cannot  overstate  a  simple  fact,  we  were  never  responsible 
for  this  pollution  program  and  our  only  involvement  was  to  assist 
the  State  in  an  effort  to  abate  the  problem. 

The  abatement  program  which  we  implemented  with  the  State 
involved  the  diversion  of  rainfall  and  runoff  away  from  waste  rock 
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piles  and  other  areas  containing  the  diverted  runoff  in  a  pond  and 
subsequently  discharged  without  damage  to  the  environment. 

Because  of  these  activities,  we  succeeded  in  reducing  the  drain- 
age by  90  percent  and  eliminating  substantial  pollution  from  the 
river.  However,  it  was  a  temporary  solution  and  does  not  address 
the  source  of  the  discharge,  the  waste  rock. 

In  1992,  East  Bay  MUD  and  the  State  of  California  undertook 
a  study  to  develop  a  long-term  solution  to  the  site.  In  the  mean- 
time, however,  our  actions  have  been  challenged  in  several  legal  ac- 
tions seeking  to  impose  full  liability  for  a  full  site  cleanup.  We  have 
filed  a  cost  recovery  against  the  Federal  Grovemment  based  on  its 
role  operating  the  mine  during  World  War  II. 

The  result  of  all  this  litigation  over  liability  is  that  all  Good  Sa- 
maritan cleanups  of  abandoned  mines  in  California  have  been 
brought  to  a  halt.  This  unfortunate  consequence  is  not  likely  to  be 
resolved  legally  or  legislatively  unless  a  long-term  solution  can  be 
found  and  implemented  at  Penn  Mine.  It  is  towards  that  end  that 
East  Bay  MUD  is  now  proposing  a  new  approach  to  Penn  Mine, 
one  that  ends  the  litigation  and  opens  the  door  for  Good  Samaritan 
cleanups  using  private  and  State  funds  at  thousands  of  sites  in 
California  and  throughout  the  West. 

In  California,  acid  rock  drainage  from  abandoned  mines  is  con- 
sidered to  be  the  number  one  surface  water  quality  problem.  These 
toxic  discharges  are  one  of  the  many  threats  to  the  Bay-Delta,  miti- 
gation for  which  the  Bureau  and  other  water  users  are  being  forced 
to  give  up  water  supplies. 

Plainly,  it  would  make  more  sense  to  clean  up  this  pollution  at 
the  source.  It  is  clear  that  we  need  a  mechanism  that  will  bring 
those  with  the  expertise  and  experience  in  engineering  and  water 
resource  management  together  to  develop  and  implement  a  long- 
term  solution  at  Penn  Mine.  The  first  step  towards  this  goal  was 
taken  last  year  when  Congress  directed  the  Bureau  to  investigate 
the  Penn  Mine  and  Sacramento  watershed  situations  and  consider 
a  process  to  respond  and  protect  these  water  resources  from  the 
toxic  effects  of  acid  mine  discharges. 

It  is  this  mechanism  I  want  to  describe  and  recommend  that  you 
support  with  seed  funding. 

The  district  is  proposing  that  we  work  together  with  a  three-way 
partnership  among  local.  State,  and  Federal  Government  to  solve 
the  problem.  Over  the  past  year,  we  have  been  working  with  the 
State  of  California,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  EPA,  State  water  agen- 
cies, and  environmentalists  to  develop  consensus  on  a  technical  so- 
lution for  the  site.  We  appear  to  have  that  consensus  on  a  waste 
rock  removal  encapsulation  plan  which  is  estimated  to  cost  $16  to 
$20  million.  We  believe  that  no  one  group  should  be  asked  to  shoul- 
der the  burden  of  this  cost.  Therefore,  we  reached  a  conclusion  that 
a  cost-sharing  partnership  of  Federal,  local,  and  State  agencies 
would  be  the  best  way  to  solve  the  pollution  problem  at  the  site. 

East  Bay  MUD  and  the  State  are  prepared  to  contribute  a  total 
of  $10  million  for  this  purpose,  and  we  are  asking  that  the  Federal 
Government  provide  the  remaining  $6  to  $10  million.  This  partner- 
ship will  provide  a  model  for  achieving  progress  at  abandoned  sites 
throughout  the  West. 
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We  have  identified  the  lead  agency  as  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
for  one  simple  reason.  The  Bureau  has  a  tremendous  stake  in  re- 
solving water  quality  problems.  As  a  major  supplier  for  agriculture 
and  municipal  needs  through  projects  like  the  Central  Valley 
Project,  the  Bureau's  expertise  and  experience  is  uniquely  suited  to 
work  and  develop  and  implement  solutions.  Solving  these  water 
quality  problems  at  their  source  will  provide  all  water  agencies  in 
the  central  valley  greater  flexibility  while  ensuring  the  maximum 
protection  and  highest  quality  water  for  water  supply  needs. 

The  benefits  to  the  Bureau  will  also  include  a  collegial  frame- 
work by  which  to  work  with  the  State  and  local  agencies  to  find 
nonflow  approaches  to  restore  the  Bay-Delta.  And  lastly,  this  part- 
nership is  consistent  with  the  Bureau's  stated  new  mission  to  man- 
age and  protect  water  resources  in  a  way  that  builds  relationships 
that  allow  cost-effective  solutions  to  be  approved  in  a  timely  man- 
ner. 

The  success  of  this  partnership  requires  that  all  parties  agree  on 
the  approach  to  address  the  water  quality  threat.  This  can  only 
occur  if  we  conduct  a  more  thorough  evaluation  of  the  site's  charac- 
teristics and  prepare  appropriate  environmental  documentation. 
This  will  substantiate  the  technical  approach  and  refine  the  cost  of 
the  long-term  solution. 

Our  past  activities  at  the  site  suggest  that  the  cost  to  conduct 
the  site  characterization  and  documentation  to  be  approximately 
$500,000.  We  request  that  you  provide  $250,000  or  half  that 
amount  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  the  Bureau's  budget  to  work  with  us 
to  begin  the  important  first  step  in  this  partnership. 

We  don't  come  to  the  subcommittee  without  investing  substantial 
time  and  energy  to  form  the  nucleus  for  partnership  and  have  met 
with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Commissioner  Dan  Beard  to  ad- 
vise him  and  his  staff  on  the  matter.  We  have  worked  closely  with 
Roger  Patterson,  the  Mid-Pacific  Regional  Director  for  the  Bureau 
to  develop  the  framework,  for  this  we  are  requesting  your  support. 
We  endorse  and  support  this  approach. 

Mr.  Myers.  Could  you  summarize  in  30  seconds? 

Mr.  Wallis.  I  am  pleased  to  inform  that  you  the  State  and  East 
Bay  MUD  have  committed  the  $10  million  I  have  alluded  to  before, 
and  assuming  that  you  and  your  colleagues  approve  the  request  for 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  participation  I  can  pledge  that  we  are 
positioned  to  commit  our  share  of  the  contribution  this  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  the  fiscal  constraints  that  you  and 
your  colleagues  must  confront  in  what  can  be  best  termed  an  aus- 
tere budget  year.  Our  request  is  a  measured  one  that  takes  into  ac- 
count these  fiscal  pressures.  Because  we  are  prepared  to  commit 
our  own  limited  and  strained  resources  to  address  this  issue,  a  sit- 
uation that  is  not  our  responsibility  but  inherited,  nonetheless  we 
hope  that  you  will  recognize  the  importance  of  joining  this  cost-ef- 
fective approach  and  recommend  our  request  for  $250,000. 

That  concludes  my  testimony. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Wallis  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Michael  J.  Wallis,  Director  of  Wastewater 
for  the  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District's  wastewater  treatment  system.   I  appear  before  you  today 
on  behalf  of  our  Board  of  Directors  to  urge  you  to  provide  federal  assistance  in  the  amount  of 
$250,000  to  support  a  Federal,  State,  and  local  partnership  to  respond  to  water  quality  threats  posed 
by  the  abandoned  hard  rock  Penn  Mine  site  located  in  Calaveras  County,  California. 

The  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District  is  located  in  Oakland,  California.   We  provide  water  supply 
and  wastewater  treatment  services  to  more  than  one  million  people  in  the  communities  of  the  East 
Bay.   In  carrying  out  these  responsibilities,  we  manage  a  water  distribution  system  comprised  of 
3,800  miles  of  water  conveyance  and  treatment  pipes  that  carries  an  operating  distribution  capacity  of 
884  million  gallons  of  drinking  water  supplies.   Our  responsibilities  begin  in  the  Sierra  Nevada 
foothills  and  end  a  ninety  mile  journey  in  the  Bay  area.   We  manage  our  watersheds  and  reservoirs  in 
a  cost-effective  and  environmentally  protective  manner  to  ensure  that  our  communities  receive  the 
highest  quality  drinking  water.   We  also  take  pride  in  managing  our  resources  in  a  manner  that 
contributes  to  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

With  this  background,  let  me  explain  the  circumstances  that  brings  the  District  before  you  today  to 
request  the  Subcommittee's  support  for  Bureau  of  Reclamation  funding  assistance  to  participate  in  a 
demonstration  of  an  intergovernmental  partnership  to  respond  to  an  important  water  quality  problem. 

In  1861,  the  Penn  Mine  opened  adjacent  to  the  Mokelumne  River  and  intermittently  for  over  75  years 
produced  copper,  zinc,  lead,  gold,  and  silver.   The  last  significant  mining  activity  occurred  during 
World  War  II,  at  which  time  the  sole  reason  for  operations  was  to  meet  governmental  munitions 
requirements.   In  fact,  the  federal  govenunent  contracted  for  the  mining.   In  the  course  of  the  mining 
operations,  waste  rock  piles  were  created  that  affected  two  tributaries  of  the  Mokelumne  River.   Over 
the  years,  it  became  apparent  that  fish  kills  were  attributable  to  the  mine  site's  toxic  drainage.   In 
addition,  the  discharge  was  entering  into  the  District's  Camanche  Reservoir,  which  we  operate  for 
water  supply  and  flood  control  purposes. 

In  1 978,  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District  responded  to  a  request  fi-om  the  State  of  California 
Central  Valley  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  to  implement  a  temporary  abatement  program  that  would  control  acid  mine  waste  discharges 
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that  were  creating  fish  kills.    We  undertook  this  effort  as  Good  Samaritans  because  the  discharge  was 
flowing  across  a  limited  portion  of  our  watershed  property  buffer  zone.    Had  we  known  the 
consequences  of  our  good  deed,  we  probably  would  have  thought  twice  about  initiating  any  action.   I 
cannot  overstate  a  simple  fact.    We  were  never  responsible  for  this  pollution  problem  and  our  only 
involvement  was  to  assist  the  State  in  its  efforts  to  abate  a  problem  for  which  no  one  could  be  found 
responsible. 

The  abatement  program  we  implemented  with  the  State  involved  the  diversion  of  rainfall  and  runoff 
away  from  the  waste  rock  piles  and  other  areas,  and  containing  the  diverted  runoff  in  a  pond  where  it 
could  be  held  or  treated  and  subsequently  discharged  without  damage  to  the  environment.    As  1 
noted,  we  never  benefited  from  the  mining  operations  nor  did  we,  or  do  we,  own  the  land  that 
generates  the  acid  mine  discharge.    Because  of  these  activities,  we  succeeded  in  reducing  the  drainage 
by  ninety  percent  and  eliminating  substantial  amounts  of  pollutants  from  entering  the  river. 
However,  this  is  only  a  temporary  solution  and,  most  importantly,  it  does  not  address  the  source  of 
the  discharge--the  actual  waste  rocks,  tailings,  and  mining  shafts. 

In  1992,  EBMUD  and  the  Central  Valley  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  undertook  a  study  to 
develop  a  long-term  solution  for  the  site.   In  the  meantime,  however,  our  actions  have  been 
challenged  in  several  legal  actions  seeking  to  impose  on  us  full  liability  for  a  complete  site  cleanup. 
We,  in  turn,  have  filed  a  cost  recovery  action  against  the  federal  government  based  on  its  role 
operating  the  mine  during  World  War  II. 

The  result  of  all  this  litigation  over  liability  is  that  all  Good  Samaritan  cleanups  of  abandoned  mines 
in  California  have  been  brought  to  a  halt.   This  unfortunate  consequence  is  not  likely  to  be  resolved 
legally  or  legislatively  unless  a  long-term  solution  can  be  found  and  implemented  at  Perm  Mine.    It  is 
towards  that  end  that  EBMUD  is  now  proposing  a  new  approach  to  Perm  Mine,  one  that  ends  the 
litigation  and  opens  the  door  for  Good  Samaritan  cleanups-using  private  and  state  funds~at 
thousands  of  sites  in  California  and  throughout  the  West. 

In  California,  acid  rock  drainage  from  abandoned  mines  is  considered  to  be  the  number  one  surface 
water  quality  problem.   These  toxic  discharges  are  one  of  the  many  threats  to  the  Bay-Delta, 
mitigation  for  which  the  Bureau  and  other  water  users  are  being  forced  to  give  up  water  supplies.   In 
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the  Central  Valley  of  California,  where  our  particular  situation  exists,  downstream  urban  communities 
are  committing  significant  taxpayer  funds  to  treat  water  supplies  to  remove  contaminants  that  often 
are  created  by  these  sites.   For  example,  in  Sacramento,  the  city  and  county  may  incur  billions  of 
dollars  in  costs  to  acquire  the  necessary  pollution  control  technologies.   These  costs  are  required 
because  the  receiving  waters  are  already  burdened  by  upstream  abandoned  mines  discharges  among 
other  pollution  sources.   Throughout  the  Central  Valley  this  situation  exists,  exposing  public  agencies 
and  their  communities  to  millions  of  dollars  in  hidden  cleanup  costs  for  which  they  bear  no 
responsibilities. 

Plainly,  it  would  make  more  sense  to  clean  up  this  pollution  at  the  source.   It  is  clear  that  we  need  a 
mechanism  that  will  bring  those  with  the  expertise  and  experience  in  engineering-  and  water  resource 
management  together  to  develop  and  implement  a  long-term  solution  at  Penn  Mine.   The  fu-st  step 
toward  this  goal  was  taken  last  year  when  Congress  directed  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  investigate 
the  Penn  Mine  and  Sacramento  watershed  situations  and  consider  a  process  to  respond  and  protect 
these  water  resources  from  the  toxic  effects  of  acid  mine  discharges. 

It  is  this  mechanism  that  1  want  to  describe  and  recommend  that  you  support  with  seed  funding. 

EBMUD  is  proposing  that  we  work  together  in  a  three-way  partnership  among  local,  state,  and 
federal  governments  to  solve  the  problem.   Over  the  past  year,  we  have  been  working  with  the  State 
of  California,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  state  water 
agencies,  and  environmentalists  to  develop  consensus  on  a  technical  solution  for  the  site.   We  appear 
to  have  consensus  on  an  on-site  waste  rock  removal/encapsulation  plan,  which  is  estimated  to  cost 
$16-20  million.    We  believe  that  no  one  group  should  be  asked  to  shoulder  the  entire  burden  of 
dealing  with  the  mine  site.   Therefore  we  reached  a  conclusion  that  a  cost-sharing  partnership  of 
federal,  state  and  local  agencies  could  provide  a  way  to  solve  the  solution  at  this  site.   EBMUD  and 
the  state  are  prepared  to  commit  a  total  of  $10  million  for  this  purpose  and  are  asking  that  the  federal 
govenmient  provide  the  remaining  $6-10  million.   This  partnership  will  provide  a  model  for 
achieving  progress  at  other  abandoned  sites  throughout  the  West. 

We  have  identified  the  lead  federal  agency  to  be  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  one  simple  reason. 
The  Bureau  has  a  tremendous  stake  in  resolving  these  water  quality  problems.   As  a  major  water 
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supplier  for  agricultural  and  municipal  needs  through  projects  like  the  Central  Valley  Project,  the 
Bureau's  expertise  and  experience  is  uniquely  suited  to  work  to  develop  and  implement  solutions. 
Solving  these  water  quality  problems  at  their  source  will  provide  all  water  agencies  in  the  Central 
Valley  greater  flexibility  while  ensuring  the  maximum  protection  and  highest  quality  for  the  water 
supply  needs.   The  benefits  to  the  Bureau  will  also  include  a  collegial  framework  by  which  to  work 
with  State  and  local  water  agencies  to  fmd  "non-flow"  approaches  to  restoring  the  Bay-Delta.   And 
lastly,  this  partnership  is  consistent  with  the  Bureau's  stated  new  mission  to  manage  and  to  protect 
water  resources  in  a  way  that  builds  relationships  that  allows  cost-effective  solutions  to  be  approved 
in  a  timely  manner. 

The  success  of  this  partnership  requires  that  all  parties  agree  on  the  approach  to  address  the  water 
quality  threat.   This  can  only  occur  if  we  conduct  a  more  thorough  evaluation  of  the  site's 
characteristics  and  prepare  appropriate  environmental  documentation.   This  will  substantiate  the 
technical  approach  and  refine  the  cost  of  the  long-term  solution.    Our  past  activities  at  the  site 
suggest  that  the  cost  to  conduct  the  site  characterization  and  documentation  to  be  approximately 
$500,000.    We  request  that  you  provide  $250,000  in  FY96  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  work 
with  us  to  begin  this  important  first  step  in  the  partnership.    We  further  ask  that  you  direct  the 
Bureau  to  include  $10  million  in  its  FY97  budget  to  fund  the  federal  share  of  the  cleanup. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  we  do  not  come  before  this  Subcommittee  without  investing  substantial 
time  and  energy  to  form  the  nucleus  for  partnership.   We  have  met  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Commissioner  Dan  Beard  to  advise  him  and  his  staff  on  the  matter.   We  have  worked  closely  with 
Roger  Patterson,  Mid-Pacific  Regional  Director  for  the  Bureau,  to  develop  the  framework  for  which 
we  are  requesting  your  support.    They  endorse  and  support  this  approach. 

Funding  of  this  phase  of  the  partnership  will  also  serve  to  solidify  the  conmiitments  of  those  groups 
that  have  been  working  to  develop  a  meaningful  solution  to  what  once  seemed  an  intractable 
problem.   We  have  crafted  a  memorandum  of  understanding  with  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  California  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board,  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  Committee  to  Save  the  Mokelumne 
River,  and  ourselves.   Federal  funding  of  the  studies  and  documentation  will  ensure  formal 
endorsement  of  the  MOU  and  its  mandate  to  develop  a  cooperative  cleanup  plan  by  date  certain. 
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This  MOU  is  the  result  of  yeoman  like  efforts  by  federal.  State  and  local  officials.   It  acknowledges 
the  importance  of  addressing  abandoned  mine-related  water  quality  problems.   It  acknowledges  that 
the  inability  to  respond  will  interfere  with  the  operating  flexibility  of  water  projects  and  impose 
costly  pollution  control  requirements  on  municipal  water  districts  and  federal  and  state  water  project 
contractors.   The  MOU  establishes  a  consensus  approach  among  the  various  parties  at  interest  and  for 
the  first  time  establishes  an  understanding  that  each  signatory  to  the  MOU  will  contribute  a 
meaningful  share  of  fiinding  to  the  abandoned  Penn  Mine  site  cleanup.   Perhaps  no  less  important, 
the  MOU  establishes  a  role  for  the  key  local  environmental  interest  groups  as  well  as  State  and 
federal  natural  resource  agencies  to  participate  in  the  review  of  a  cleanup  plan. 

Finally,  the  MOU  provides  for  a  commitment  of  fiinding  from  the  California  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board  and  the  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District  to  cleanup  the  site.   I  am  pleased  to 
inform  you  that  both  the  State  and  the  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District  have  initiated  the  steps  to 
authorize  such  funding.   Assuming  that  you  and  your  colleagues  approve  the  request  for  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  participation,  I  can  pledge  that  we  will  be  in  a  position  to  commit  our  share  of  the 
contribution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  1  understand  the  fiscal  constraints  that  you  and  your  colleagues  must  confront  in  what 
can  best  be  termed  an  austere  budget  year.   Our  request  is  a  measured  one  that  takes  into  account 
these  fiscal  pressures.    Because  we  are  prepared  to  commit  our  own  limited  and  strained  resources  to 
address  this  issue,  a  situation  that  is  not  our  responsibility  but  inherited  nonetheless,  we  hope  you 
will  recognize  the  importance  of  joining  in  this  cost-effective  approach  and  recommend  our  request 
for  $250,000. 

This  concludes  my  testimony.   I  would  be  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have.   On 
behalf  of  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 
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Tuesday,  March  21,  1995. 
WATER  RESOURCES 

WITNESS 
WALTER  B.  STEVENSON,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD,  WATER  RE- 
SOURCES CONGRESS 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Stevenson,  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  the 
Water  Resources  Congress. 

Mr.  Stevenson.  I  am  Walter  Stevenson,  currently  Chairman  of 
the  Board  of  the  Water  Resources  Congress.  I  serve  as  the  Chief 
of  Water  Resources  for  the  State  of  Alabama.  So  Alabama  day  con- 
tinues in  some  form. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  appreciate  you  saving  the  most  important  for  last. 

Mr.  Stevenson.  Thank  you,  sir.  I  think  I  can  summarize. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  comments  that  the  Water  Resources  Con- 
gress endorsed.  Clearly,  as  the  Nation's  oldest  water  resource  mem- 
bership organization — we  are  celebrating  our  one  hundred  and 
fourth  year  working  on  behalf  of  development,  use,  and  conserva- 
tion of  our  Nation's  water  resources.  Over  the  years,  the  Nation's 
water  resources,  with  the  guidance  of  the  United  States  Congress, 
have  developed  to  the  betterment  of  our  citizens.  This  investment 
is  necessary  in  order  to  provide  support  and  the  catalyst  for  addi- 
tional investment  by  local  government,  State  government,  and  pri- 
vate enterprise. 

We  recognize  that  you  are  faced  with  challenges  and  Congress 
must  make  difficult  decisions  in  the  near  and  the  long-term  in 
dealing  with  the  finances  of  the  country  and  lowering  the  Federal 
deficit.  However,  we  suggest  that  this  be  accomplished  with  oppor- 
tunity for  input  by  those  impacted  by  those  actions.  And,  clearly, 
the  history  of  this  committee  has  certainly  included  that  concern. 

Recent  proposals  by  the  administration,  however,  in  the  budget 
submittal  to  eliminate  the  continuing  authorities  program  and 
other  activities  such  as  modifications  in  the  flood  control  policies  of 
the  country  dealmg  with  local  cost  sharing  and  the  amount  of 
water  causing  flooding  and  so  forth,  we  feel  are  clearly  short-sight- 
ed and  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Nation. 

The  Water  Resources  Congress  appeals  to  this  committee  to  not 
approve  these  proposed  changes  by  the — proposed  by  the  adminis- 
tration until  extensive  field  hearings  have  been  held  and  local  in- 
terests have  had  the  opportunity  to  make  their  views  known  on 
these  proposals. 

Likewise,  we  are  concerned  with  the  proposal  to  give  the  States 
the  404  dredge  and  fill  permit  program,  even  though  on  the  surface 
this  sounds  to  be  a  worthwhile  program  and  has  some  merit.  We 
are  concerned,  however,  with  the  strings  that  might  be  attached, 
including  the  lack  of  funding  to  support  this  transfer  of  activity 
and  the  lack  of  continuity  among  the  States's  administrations  of 
this  program.  It  may  not  be  a  wise  move  as  it  might  first  appear. 

In  closing,  the  Water  Resources  Congress  would  like  to  pledge 
our  support  in  working  with  this  subcommittee  as  we  have  in  the 
past,  in  ensuring  our  water  resources  continue  to  serve  for  the  bet- 
terment of  our  country  and  that  are  within  the  means  that  we  can 
afford. 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Stevenson  follows:] 
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Mr  Chairman,  I  am  Walter  B  Stevenson  Jr.,  Chairman  of  the  Water 
Resources  Congress.  In  addition  to  being  Chairman  of  the  Water  Resources 
Congress,  I  am  also  Chief  of  the  Alabama  Office  of  Water  Resources.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  appear  before  the  Subcommittee  today  to  share  the  with  you  the 
views  of  the  Water  Resources  Congress.  Thank  you  for  providing  this 
opportunity 

I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  members  of  the  Water  Resources 
Congress,  the  nations  oldest  water  resources  organization.  The  Water 
Resources  Congress  represents  the  broad  spectrum  of  water  resource  interest 
in  the  United  States   This  year  Water  Resources  Congress  celebrates  its  one 
hundred  and  fourth  (104)  year  as  a  membership  organization  interested  in  the 
development,  use  and  conservation  of  our  nations  water  resources.  The 
interest  of  our  members  spans  the  spectrum  of  water  resource  development, 
including:  navigation,  flood  control,  water  supply,  energy  production, 
irrigation,  water  quality  and  recreation. 
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The  development  of  our  nations  water  resources  has  been  spearheaded  by  the  Federal 
Government  at  the  direction  of  Congress    This  has  been  accomplished  in  partnership  with  the 
states,  local  government  and  private  enterprise.  This  partnership  has,  and  is,  working  for  the 
betterment  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  its  several  regions.  In  many  instances  the 
Congress  has  provided  the  investment  support  for  infrastructure,  allowing  for  development  of 
our  water  resources.  This  realistically,  could  only  be  provided  at  the  Federal  level.  The 
investment  by  Congress  in  our  Nations  water  resources  has  provided  the  catalyst  to  foster 
additional  investment  in  infrastructure  and  equipment  by  private  enterprise,  states  and  local 
governments,  which  in  turn  has  greatly  assisted  and  resulted  in  the  development  and  utilization 
of  our  water  resources  for  the  benefit  of  our  citizens  through  job  creation  and  retention.  In  to 
days  global  economy,  it  is  important  that  the  United  States  Congress  continues  to  support  our 
past  water  resources  infrastructure  investments  and  developments  and  provide  new 
investments  in  new  water  resource  development  and  protection  projects. 

We  recognize  that  you  and  your  colleagues  in  Congress  must  make  many  difficult 
decisions  to  reduce  spending  and  lower  the  Federal  deficit 

The  major  changes  in  program  priorities  proposed  by  the  Administration  to 
accomplish  these  objectives  may  be  short  sighted  and  not  in  the  long  term  interest  of  the 
Nation.  For  example,  the  criteria  proposed  by  the  Administration,  to  require  50  percent  or 
more  of  the  waters  causing  flooding,  to  have  come  from  interstate  sources,  to  determine  if  the 
Federal  government  would  participate  in  future  flood  control  projects,  if  adopted,  would 
prevent  the  Federal  government  from  assisting  in  precluding  the  recurrence  of  the  recent 
flooding  in  Califorina,  eventhough  the  flood  damages  have  been  devastating  to  the  state  and 
will  have  national  economic  consequences. 

The  Water  Resources  Congress,  respectfully  appeals  to  this  committee  to  not  approve 
these  program  changes  as  proposed  by  the  Administration,  until  extensive  hearings  have  been 
held  and  local  interest  have  had  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  these  proposed 
major  changes  in  National  policy.  The  Water  Resources  Congress  stands  ready  to  assist  in 
this  regard. 

Conceptually  speaking,  the  proposal  to  transfer  the  404  wetlands  permitting  program 
to  the  states  has  merit.  However,  v^th  all  of  the  strings  that  likely  would  be  attached  to  the 
states  administration  of  this  regulatory  program  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  transfer  would  merely  constitute  just  another  example 
of  an  unfunded  mandate  being  placed  on  the  states  by  these  Federal  agencies.  If  this  program 
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was  transferred  as  proposed,  it  is  also  likely  consistency  among  the  states  in  implementation 
would  be  lacking. 

In  closing,  the  Water  Resources  Congress  is  aware  that  sigiuficant  changes  are  likely, 
however,  we  recommend  to  the  Subcommittee  and  the  Congress  that  it  be  accomplished  only 
with  the  input  of  those  impacted  and  in  an  orderly  fashion  To  this  end,  the  Water  Resources 
Congress  and  its  members  pledge  their  assistance  to  help  in  any  way  appropriate. 

Again,  thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  for  the  opportunity  of  providing  the  views  of  the 
Water  Resources  Congress  to  the  Subcommittee. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Very  good.  Thank  you.  Your  usual  very  fine  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  always  appreciate  your  cooperation,  too.  It  is 
very  necessary  to  have  organizations  like  yours  working  with  us, 
giving  us  help  and  advice  and  we  need  it.  We  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Stevenson.  The  chairmanship  was  something  that  was  un- 
prepared for.  Our  vice  chairman,  Bob  Dawson,  was  unable  to  ac- 
cept the  chairmanship  and  Dick  Fenske,  our  former  chairman,  had 
some  medical  problems  and  had  to  retire  from  active  service,  so  in 
October  this  past  year  we  took  up  that  responsibility.  But  we  are 
vitally  concerned  about  our  Nation's  water  resources.  Thank  you, 
sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  This  committee  had  a  similar  experience  last  Novem- 
ber with  the  chairmanship.  It  was  not  exactly  health.  The  country 
kind  of  got  sick  of  the  party  in  power  and  decided 

Mr.  Stevenson.  Over  the  years  I  have  participated  in  these 
hearings  in  different  capacities.  I  am  the  Chief  of  Water  Resources 
in  Alabama  and  I  have  participated  on  behalf  of  the  Grovernor  and 
I  was  recent  Past  Chairman  of  the  Tenn-Tom  Authority,  and  I  am 
on  the  board  of  the  Warrior-Tombigbee  Association,  and  I  am  very 
pleased  to  see  the  relationship  between  you  and  Mr.  Bevill  con- 
tinue. And  who  benefits  by  this  type  of  bipartisan  inner  workings 
and  support  of  each  other's  activities  is  the  country. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  always  worked  that  way  and  we  appreciate 
it.  He  said  he  spent  all  the  money  so  let  somebody  else  try  it  for 
a  while.  When  we  get  some  money  stored  up,  he  will  take  it  back. 

Thank  you.  The  committee  will  stand  adjourned  until  10  o'clock 
tomorrow  morning. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 

KENTUCKY  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  JIM  BUNNING,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

The  Chair  yields  the  gavel  to  our  senior  Deputy  Chair,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kentucky,  Mr.  Rogers. 

Mr.  Rogers  [presiding].  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much. 

The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much  for  letting  the  Kentucky 
delegation  meet  with  the  subcommittee  en  masse.  We  are  very 
proud  of  the  Kentucky  tradition  before  this  subcommittee  of  annu- 
ally appearing  as  a  group  to  present  the  projects  throughout  the 
State  of  Kentucky  for  which  this  subcommittee  has  been  very  help- 
ful in  the  past,  and  I  hope  will  be  helpful  in  the  future. 

This  year,  we  are  missing  two  of  our  beloved  colleagues,  Mr. 
Natcher,  of  course,  and  Mr.  Mazzoli,  who  no  longer  are  with  us  in 
the  House  and,  of  course,  we  miss  them,  their  companionship  and 
their  leadership,  very  greatly. 

But  we  have  some  very  talented  new  Members,  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  year.  Mr.  Lewis,  representing  the  Second  District;  Mr. 
Whitfield  represents  the  First  District;  and  Mr.  Ward  represents 
the  Third. 

And,  of  course,  we  are  joined  by  two  of  your  old  war  horses,  Jim 
Running,  representing  the  Fourth,  and  Scotty  Baesler,  representing 
the  Sixth. 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  to  work  in  the  past  with,  Mr.  Chairman, 
you,  and  Mr.  Bevill,  when  he  was  Chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 
I  can  now  appreciate,  having  been  on  the  subcommittee  for  a  period 
of  time,  the  difficult  tasks  that  we  face  as  we  discuss  various  1996 
budget  priorities  in  a  time  of  extreme  austerity  on  the  Federal 
level. 

Nonetheless,  these  various  projects  that  have  been  funded  in 
Kentucky  have  proven  to  be  very  cost  effective  in  the  long  run. 
They  provide  a  good  return  on  your  investment. 

Nowhere  is  this  more  obvious,  I  don't  think,  than  in  my  part  of 
the  State,  where  the  high  mountains  and  dangerous  rivers  afford 
constant  and  very  devastating  flooding. 

With  the  help  of  this  subcommittee,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Be- 
vill, you  are  taming  these  rivers,  and  it  is  exciting  to  see  the 
projects  work,  and  they  are  now,  many  of  them,  those  that  are  fin- 
ished. I  hope  we  continue  with  that  success. 

I  will  submit  my  request  in  due  course  of  time,  Mr.  Chairman, 
from  my  part  of  the  State.  But  I  want  us  to  hear  the  testimony  of 
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these  Members  of  the  Kentucky  delegation  of  whom  I  am  very 
proud  to  serve  with;  each  of  them  in  their  own  respect,  an  expert 
in  one  field  or  the  other  on  the  subcommittees  on  which  they  serve. 

We  will  yield  first  to  the  next  most  senior  Member  of  our  delega- 
tion, a  very  young  man  in  spite  of  all  of  that,  Jim  Bunning. 
^  Mr.  Bunning.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you,  Hal,  and  Mr.  Bevill. 

Members  of  the  subcommittee,  it  is  a  pleasure  being  here  before 
you  once  again  to  talk  about  some  of  the  projects  that  are  so  impor- 
tant to  the  people  we  serve  in  Kentucky.  And  we  thank  you  for  giv- 
ing us  the  opportunity  to  come  as  a  group  to  talk  with  you. 

I  really  don't  have  much  to  ask  for  this  year.  In  fact,  all  I  really 
need  is  just  a  little  money  and  a  few  kind  words. 

The  money  I 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  we  have  a  choice  which  one? 

Mr.  Bunning.  Certainly,  Mr.  Myers.  The  money  I  need  is  for  a 
flood  control  reconnaissance  study  in  the  three  northernmost  and 
the  three  largest  counties  in  my  district,  the  counties  of  Boone, 
Kenton  and  Campbell.  Two  years  ago,  you  graciously  provided 
$100,000  as  a  first  installment  on  a  $400,000  reconnaissance  study 
to  determine  the  possibility  and  feasibility  of  projects  to  alleviate 
flooding  in  these  three  counties. 

The  following  year,  0MB  decided  to  cut  out  the  follow-up  fund- 
ing. This  left  only  enough  money  to  conduct  a  public  interest  sur- 
vey and  a  flood  damage  survey  of  the  area. 

Last  year,  when  I  testified  before  you,  I  suggested  that  this  fail- 
ure to  provide  follow-up  funding  was  a  false  savings.  And  as  it 
turned  out,  I  think  that  assessment  was  correct. 

The  interim  report  which  just  came  out  of  the  Corps  does  indi- 
cate that  the  full  reconnaissance  study  should  be  completed.  The 
survey  has  determined  that  there  are  quite  a  few  areas  in  which 
serious  flooding  and  frequent  flooding  problems  could  be  prevented 
or  mitigated  with  a  very  small  investment. 

For  example,  the  survey  concluded  that  in  the  City  of  Silver 
Grove,  flood  damage  which  averages  over  a  quarter  of  a  million  dol- 
lars over  a  year,  could  be  reduced  over  50  percent,  if  fixed  closures 
were  installed  at  several  locations  where  the  floodwaters  of  the 
Ohio  River  flow  under  a  railroad  embankment. 

A  full  reconnaissance  study  would  allow  these  engineering  solu- 
tions to  be  evaluated  for  cost  effectiveness.  The  survey  indicated 
that  flood  problems  in  Boone  County,  one  of  the  fastest-growing 
counties  in  the  State,  could  probably  be  reduced  significantly  with 
fairly  simple  solutions,  but  we  lack  the  hydrologic  studies  which  a 
full  reconnaissance  study  would  provide. 

In  Kenton  County,  the  survey  determined  that  nonstructural  so- 
lutions such  as  flood-proofing  could  benefit  some  130  structures 
that  lie  in  the  100-year  floodplain.  A  reconnaissance  would  allow 
these  possibilities  to  be  evaluated  for  cost  effectiveness. 

To  complete  the  full  reconnaissance  study  would  still  cost  just 
about  $300,000  more.  Stopping  now,  with  the  study  in  midstream, 
in  my  opinion,  is  not  cost  effective.  We  have  invested  $100,000  to 
find  out  that  the  full  reconnaissance  is  warranted.  We  should  go 
ahead  and  do  it. 
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The  final  $300,000  installment  for  this  study  was  included  in  the 
administration's  budget  request.  I  hope  you  will  see  fit  to  include 
it  in  your  bill. 

My  second  request,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  is  not  for  money,  but 
for  kind  words.  I  request  that  this  subcommittee  include  language, 
preferably  in  your  bill,  or  if  not,  in  your  report,  directing  the  Corps 
to  protect  the  Masterson  House  in  Carrolton,  Kentucky,  under  the 
continuing  authority  of  Section  14. 

The  Masterson  House  was  built  in  1790.  It  is  one  of  the  oldest 
two-story  brick  houses  standing  on  the  Ohio  River  west  of  the 
Alleghany.  Richard  and  Sarah  Masterson  built  the  house  in  Port 
William,  Kentucky,  because  he  had  just  become  a  judge  there  in 
Gallatin  County. 

In  fact.  Judge  Masterson  held  his  first  court  meetings  in  that 
house.  He  also  allowed  the  First  Methodist  Church  in  the  county 
to  hold  their  meetings  there. 

Since  then,  the  city  has  changed  its  name  to  Carrollton.  The 
county  has  become  Carroll  County.  But  the  Masterson  House  is 
still  there. 

But  it  might  not  be  there  much  longer.  The  Ohio  River  has  plans 
for  the  Masterson  House.  River  bank  erosion  threatens  to  destroy 
this  historic  structure  in  the  next  couple  of  years.  The  City  of 
Carrollton  has  requested  Federal  assistance  under  Section  14. 

Funding  was  received  in  late  fiscal  year  1994  and  early  1995  for 
completing  a  feasibility  study.  Due  to  overcommitment,  the  Corps 
ran  out  of  funds  on  the  national  level.  The  study  was  put  on  hold 
until  more  funds  were  available. 

It  can't  wait  much  longer.  And  I  ask  this  committee  to  give  some 
priority  to  this  project  by  including  language  in  the  bill  directing 
the  Corps  to  take  action  when  Section  14  funds  become  available. 
It  would  be  a  shame  to  lose  this  historic  structure  while  it  was  on 
the  waiting  list. 

That  is  all  I  have  today,  in  the  Fourth  District.  But,  in  closing, 
I  would  like  to  put  in  a  plug  for  the  request  of  my  colleague  from 
the  Sixth  District  for  additional  funds  to  repair  the  dams  on  the 
Kentucky  River. 

The  State  is  prepared  to  take  over  responsibility  for  the  dams — 
and  it  won't  be  your  headache  anymore.  They  just  would  like  to 
have  the  dams  in  decent  shape  when  they  take  them  over.  That 
makes  sense  to  me,  and  I  hope  it  makes  sense  to  you. 

Again,  I  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  projects,  and 
I  thank  you  for  sharing  this  time  with  me.  And  I  also  would  like 
to  put  in  a  plug  for  my  colleague  from  the  Fifth  District's  Yatesville 
Dam  Project.  And  to  make  sure  that  project  is  completed. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bunning,  for  your  testimony.  We 
appreciate  you  being  here  today  as  part  of  our  delegation. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bunning  follows:] 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE, 
mS  A  PLEASURE  TO  BE  HERE  BEFORE  YOU  ONCE 
AGAIN  TO  TALK  ABOUT  SOME  OF  THE  PROJECTS  THAT 
ARE  SO  IMPORTANT  TO  THE  PEOPLE  WE  SERVE  IN 
KENTUCKY.    WE  THANK  YOU  FOR  GIVING  US  THIS  TIME. 

I  DON'T  REALLY  HAVE  MUCH  TO  ASK  FOR  THIS 
YEAR. 

IN  FACT,  ALL  I  REALLY  NEED  IS  A  LITTLE  MONEY 
AND  A  FEW  KIND  WORDS. 

THE  MONEY  I  NEED  IS  FOR  A  FLOOD  CONTROL 
RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY  IN  THE  THREE 
NORTHERNMOST— AND  THE  THREE  LARGEST— 
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COUNTIES  IN  MY  DISTRICT— THE  COUNTIES  OF  BOONE, 
KENTON  AND  CAMPBELL. 

TWO  YEARS  AGO,  YOU  GRACIOUSLY  PROVIDED 
$100,000  AS  THE  FIRST  INSTALLMENT  ON  A  $400,000 
RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY  TO  DETERMINE  THE 
POSSIBILITY  AND  FEASIBILITY  OF  PROJECTS  TO 
ALLEXOATE  FLOODING  IN  THESE  THREE  COUNTIES. 

THE  FOLLOWING  YEAR,  OMB  DECIDED  TO  CUT  OUT 
THE  FOLLOW-UP  FUNDING.    THIS  LEFT  ONLY  ENOUGH 
MONEY  TO  CONDUCT  A  PUBLIC  INTEREST  SURVEY  AND 
A  FLOOD  DAMAGE  SURVEY  OF  THE  AREA. 

LAST  YEAR,  WHEN  I  TESTIFIED  BEFORE  YOU,  I 
SUGGESTED  THAT  THIS  FAILURE  TO  PROVIDE  FOLLOW 
UP  FUNDING  WAS  A  FALSE  SAVINGS.    AND  AS  IT 
TURNED  OUT,  I  THINK  THAT  ASSESSMENT  WAS 
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CORRECT. 

THE  INTERIM  REPORT  WHICH  JUST  CAME  OUT  OF 
THE  CORPS  DOES  INDICATE  THAT  THE  FULL 
RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY  SHOULD  BE  COMPLETED.    THE 
SURVEY  HAS  DETERMINED  THAT  THERE  ARE  QUITE  A 
FEW  AREAS  IN  WHICH  FAIRLY  SERIOUS  AND  FAIRLY 
FREQUENT  FLOODING  PROBLEMS  COULD  BE  PREVENTED 
OR  MITIGATED  WITH  A  VERY  SMALL  INVESTMENT. 

FOR  EXAMPLE,  THE  SURVEY  CONCLUDED  THAT,  IN 
THE  CITY  OF  SILVER  GROVE,  FLOOD  DAMAGE---WHICH 
AVERAGES  OVER  A  QUARTER  OF  A  MILLION  DOLLARS  A 
YEAR-COULD  BE  REDUCED  OVER  50%  IF  FIXED 
CLOSURES  WERE  INSTALLED  AT  SEVERAL  LOCATIONS 
WHERE  THE  FLOODWATERS  OF  THE  OHIO  FLOW  UNDER 
A  RAILROAD  EMBANKMENT. 
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A  FULL  RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY  WOULD  ALLOW 
THESE  ENGINEERING  SOLUTIONS  TO  BE  EVALUATED 
FOR  COST  EFFECTIVENESS. 

THE  SURVEY  INDICATED  THAT  FLOOD  PROBLEMS  IN 
BOONE  COUNTY-ONE  OF  THE  FASTEST  GROWING 
COUNTIES  IN  THE  COUNTRY— COULD  PROBABLY  BE 
REDUCED  SIGNIFICANTLY  WITH  FAIRLY  SIMPLE 
SOLUTIONS  BUT  WE  LACK  THE  HYDROLOGIC  STUDIES 
WHICH  A  FULL  RECONNAISSANCE  WOULD  PROVIDE. 

IN  KENTON  COUNTY,  THE  SURVEY  DETERMINED 
THAT  NON-STRUCTURAL  SOLUTIONS  SUCH  AS  FLOOD 
PROOFING  COULD  BENEFIT  SOME  130  STRUCTURES  THAT 
LIE  IN  THE  100  YEAR  FLOOD  PLAIN.    A 
RECONNAISSANCE  WOULD  ALLOW  THESE  POSSIBILITIES 
TO  BE  EVALUATED  FOR  COST  EFFECTIVENESS. 
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TO  COMPLETE  THE  FULL  RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY, 
WOULD  STILL  COST  JUST  $300,000  MORE.    STOPPING 
NOW,  WITH  THE  STUDY  IN  MIDSTREAM  IS  NOT  COST 
EFFECTIVE.    WE  HAVE  INVESTED  $100,000  TO  FIND  OUT 
THAT  THE  FULL  RECONNAISSANCE  IS  WARRANTED.    WE 
SHOULD  GO  AHEAD  AND  DO  IT. 

THE  FINAL  $300,000  INSTALLMENT  FOR  THIS  STUDY 
WAS  INCLUDED  IN  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  BUDGET 
REQUEST.    I  HOPE  YOU  WILL  SEE  FIT  TO  INCLUDE  IT  IN 
YOUR  BILL. 

MY  SECOND  REQUEST,  AS  I  MENTIONED  EARLIER,  IS 
NOT  FOR  MONEY,  BUT  FOR  KIND  WORDS. 

I  REQUEST  THAT  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  INCLUDE 
LANGUAGE,  PREFERABLY  IN  YOUR  BILL,  OR  IF  NOT,  IN 
YOUR  REPORT,  DIRECTING  THE  CORPS  TO  PROTECT  THE 
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MASTERSON  HOUSE  IN  CARROLTON,  KENTUCKY,  UNDER 
THE  CONTINUING  AUTHORITY  OF  SECTION  14. 

THE  MASTERSON  HOUSE  WAS  BUILT  IN  1790.    IT  IS 
ONE  OF  THE  OLDEST  2  STORY  BRICK  HOUSES  STANDING 
ON  THE  OHIO  RIVER  WEST  OF  THE  ALLEGHANIES. 
RICHARD  AND  SARAH  MASTERSON  BUILT  THE  HOUSE  IN 
PORT  WILLL\M,  KENTUCKY,  BECAUSE  HE  HAD  JUST 
BECOME  A  JUDGE  THERE  IN  GALLATIN  COUNTY. 

IN  FACT,  JUDGE  MASTERSON  HELD  HIS  FIRST  COURT 
MEETINGS  IN  THAT  HOUSE.    HE  ALSO  ALLOWED  THE 
FIRST  METHODIST  CHURCH  IN  THE  COUNTY  TO  HOLD 
THEIR  MEETINGS  THERE. 

SINCE  THEN,  THE  CITY  HAS  CHANGED  ITS  NAME  TO 
CARROLLTON.    THE  COUNTY  HAS  BECOME  CARROLL 
COUNTY.    BUT  THE  MASTERSON  HOUSE  IS  STILL  THERE. 
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BUT  IT  MIGHT  NOT  BE  THERE  MUCH  LONGER.  THE 
OHIO  RIVER  HAS  PLANS  FOR  THE  MASTERSON  HOUSE. 
RTVERBANK  EROSION  THREATENS  TO  DESTROY  THIS 
HISTORIC  STRUCTURE  IN  THE  NEXT  COUPLEAYEARS. 

THE  CITY  OF  CARROLLTON  HAS  REQUESTED 
FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  UNDER  SECTION  14.    FUNDING 
WAS  RECEIVED  IN  LATE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  AND  EARLY 
1995  FOR  COMPLETING  A  FEASIBILITY  STUDY.    DUE  TO 
OVERCOMMITMENT,  THE  CORPS  RAN  OUT  OF  FUNDS  ON 
THE  NATIONAL  LEVEL,  THE  STUDY  WAS  PUT  ON  HOLD 
UNTIL  MORE  FUNDS  WERE  AVAILABLE. 

IT  CAN'T  WATT  MUCH  LONGER.    AND  I  ASK  THIS 
COMMITTEE  TO  GIVE  SOME  PRIORITY  TO  THIS  PROJECT 
BY  INCLUDING  LANGUAGE  IN  THE  BILL  DIRECTING  THE 
CORPS  TO  TAKE  ACTION  WHEN  SECTION  14  FUNDS 


BECOME  AVAILABLE.    IT  WOULD  BE  A  SHAME  TO  LOSE 
Tins  fflSTORIC  STRUCTURE  WHILE  IT  WAS  ON  THE 
WAITING  LIST. 

THAT'S  ALL  I  HAVE  TODAY,  IN  THE  FOURTH 
DISTRICT. 

BUT,  IN  CLOSING,  I  WILL  PUT  IN  A  PLUG  FOR  THE 
REQUEST  OF  MY  COLLEAGUE  FROM  THE  6TH  DISTRICT 
FOR  ADDITIONAL  FUNDS  TO  REPAIR  THE  DAMS  ON  THE 
KENTUCKY  RIVER. 

THE  STATE  IS  PREPARED  TO  TAKE  OVER 
RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  THE  DAMS   -AND  IT  WON'T  BE 
YOUR  HEADACHE  ANYMORE.    THEY  JUST  WOULD  LIKE 
TO  HAVE  THE  DAMS  IN  DECENT  SHAPE  WHEN  THEY 
TAKE  THEM  OVER.    THAT  MAKES  SENSE  TO  ME.    AND  I 
HOPE  YOU  WILL  THINK  SO  TOO. 
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AGAIN,  I  THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
THESE  PROJECTS  AND  I  THANK  YOU  FOR  SHARING  THIS 
TIME  WITH  ME. 
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Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
KENTUCKY  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 
HON.  SCOTTY  BAESLER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Rogers.  We  turn  to  Mr.  Baesler,  who  represents  the  Sixth 
District,  central  Kentucky. 

Mr.  Baesler.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee, 
I  appreciate  this  opportunity.  I  will  discuss  two  previously  funded 
but  uncompleted  projects,  and  two  smaller  projects  which  have  not 
received  Federal  funding.  The  second  project  I  will  discuss  is  a 
project  that  Jim  alluded  to.  Kentucky's  capital  city  of  Frankfort  has 
suffered  18  floods  of  record  since  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1938.  The 
authorization  consists  of  three  segments,  the  first  of  which  was 
completed  in  the  early  1970s.  Subsequent  appropriations  allowed 
construction  on  the  final  segments  to  begin  in  1993. 

The  current  project  for  which  I  seek  your  assistance  involves 
final  completion  of  the  $11,510,000  south  Frankfort  segment.  This 
final  segment  involves  construction  of  a  concrete  and  earthen  levee, 
pumping  facilities  and  bank  protection.  These  facilities  will  protect 
390  properties  and  have  annual  benefits  of  $1  million  plus. 

Mr.  Chairman,  $2,623,000  is  the  fiscal  year  1996  request  I  bring 
before  this  committee.  This  amount  is  recommended  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget,  which  I  support.  If  this  final  Federal  appropriation 
is  granted,  the  South  Frankfort  Floodwall  Project  will  be  completed 
and  the  Federal  Government's  commitment  fulfilled. 

Project  number  two  does  concern  the  locks  and  dams  the  Chair- 
man talked  about.  The  Kentucky  River  contains  a  system  of  14 
locks  and  dams  originally  built  and  maintained  by  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers.  In  the  1970s,  due  to  the  absence  of  commercial  navi- 
gation, the  Corps  of  Engineers  began  discussions  with  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Kentucky  to  have  Kentucky  assume  responsibility  for 
the  operations  and  maintenance  of  locks  and  dams  5  through  14. 
Congress  declined  to  appropriate  funds  for  the  operation  of  these 
locks  for  fiscal  year  1981,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  placed  these 
locks  and  dams  in  caretaker  status  in  1982. 

Although  commercial  navigation  has  ceased  to  be  of  importance, 
the  pools  created  by  the  dams  provide  the  source  of  drinking  water 
for  over  600,000  Kentuckians  in  the  Kentucky  River  Basin.  Be- 
cause of  the  100-year  history  of  the  Corps'  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  Kentucky  River  Locks  and  Dams,  and  the  fact  that 
they  were  in  serious  disrepair,  the  effort  to  transfer  responsibility 
to  Kentucky  was  met  with  great  resistance. 

In  1992,  the  impasse  was  broken  when  Congress  agreed  to  repair 
the  locks  and  dams  due  to  their  water  supply  function  prior  to  the 
transfer  to  Kentucky. 

Congress  appropriated  $5  million  in  FY  1993,  and  an  additional 
$5  million  in  FY  1994  to  complete  the  necessary  repairs.  Three  con- 
struction contracts  were  planned  in  order  to  complete  the  work. 

The  first  contract  was  completed  in  1994.  The  second  contract  is 
under  way.  The  plan  and  specifications  for  the  third  contract  are 
being  prepared  by  the  Corps.  The  $10  million  of  appropriated  funds 
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will  be  exhausted  at  the  conclusion  of  this  third  contract,  with  in- 
sufficient funds  available  to  complete  all  the  necessary  repairs. 

Although  site  inspections  were  conducted  to  determine  the  funds 
needed  for  repairs,  it  was  not  until  the  Corps  dewatered  all  the 
dams  that  the  severity  of  the  deterioration  was  known.  The  Corps 
now  estimates  that  an  additional  $6.5  million  will  be  needed  to  fin- 
ish the  project,  including  the  $3.5  million  needed  to  repair  dams  12 
and  13,  which  have  taken  on  regional  importance  due  to  the  water 
supply  function. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  requesting  consideration  of  a  final  appro- 
priation of  $6.5  million  in  order  to  complete  this  project.  Upon  its 
completion,  I  am  assured  by  Kentucky  that  it  will  take  title  of  the 
facilities  and  assume  financial  responsibility  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  Kentucky  River  Locks  and  Dams  5  through  14. 

Provision  of  the  final  $6.5  million  will  allow  the  responsibility  to 
be  handed  down  to  the  State  with  no  further  Federal  participation 
required. 

The  third  project  is  a  much  smaller  project  for  Clay  City,  Ken- 
tucky, in  an  area  which  borders  Mr.  Rogers'  and  my  district.  Clay 
City  sustains  annual  damage  of  $132,000  from  the  flooding  of  the 
Red  River.  In  consultation  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  it 
was  decided  that  the  most  affordable  project  was  to  construct  a  25- 
foot  wide  high-level  channel.  This  2,100-foot  long  channel  would 
permit  floodwaters  to  move  quickly  through  Clay  City,  Kentucky, 
a  very  small  town. 

The  citizens  of  Clay  City  have  exhausted  all  other  avenues,  have 
put  up  some  money  on  their  own,  but  they  still  need  $680,000  to 
finish  this  project. 

Project  number  four.  Annual  flood  damage  is  sustained  by  ap- 
proximately 421  structures  which  lie  within  a  10-year  floodplain  in 
Lexington,  Kentucky.  Included  in  this  damage  is  the  University  of 
Kentucky  campus. 

A  new  start  reconnaissance  study  is  required  to  identify  prob- 
lems and  develop  potential  solutions.  I  respectfully  request  a  fiscal 
year  1996  appropriation  of  $400,000  to  enable  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers to  study  this  situation. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Baesler  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Congressman  Scotty  Baesler 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Hater  Development  Appropriations 

March  22,  1995 


Summary  of  Project  Funding  Requests 

1.  South  Frankfort  Floodwall:  Completion  of  construction  of  concrete 
and  earthen  levee;  pumping  facilities;  and  bank  protection.   FY  96 
Appropriation  request-  $2,623,000 

2.  Kentucky  River  Locks  and  Dams:   Completion  of  repairs  of  Locks 
and  Dams  5-14  for  drinking  water  supply  purposes.   Upon  project 
completion  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  will  take  title  to  these 
Locks  and  Dams  and  assume  operation  and  maintenance  responsibility. 
FY  96  Appropriation  request-  $6,500,000 

3.  Clay  City  Red  River  Channelization:   Acquisition  of  eight  acres 
and  construction  of  a' diversion  channel  and  bridge.   The  project 
will  provide  a  high  level  cut-off  to  permit  floodwater  to  move  more 
quickly  through  or  out  of  Clay  City.   FY  96  Appropriation  request- 
$680,000 

4.  Lexington/Payette  County  Flood  Control  Study:   A  new  start 
reconnaissance  study  to  identify  problems  and  develop  potential 
solutions  for  annual  flood  conditions.   FY  96  Appropriation  request- 

$400,000 
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SX7BC0MMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS 
MARCH  22,  1995 

TESTIMONY:  Representative  Baesler  of  Kentuclcy 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  and  present  four  projects  for 
your  funding  consideration  which  are  important  to  my  District. 

The  four  projects  I  will  discuss  represent  two  projects  which  will 
result  in  continuation  and  conpletion  of  previously  funded  Corps  of 
Engineers  projects  and  two  smaller  projects  which  have  not  received 
prior  federal  funding. 

Project  One:   Kentucky's  capital  city  of  Frankfort  has  suffered  18 
floods  of  record  since  a  flood  control  project  was  authorized  in  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1938.   The  authorization  consisted  of  three 
segments,  the  first  of  which  was  completed  in  the  early  1970 's. 

The  current  project  for  which  I  seek  your  assistance  involves  final 
completion  of  the  $11,510,000  South  Frankfort  segment.   This  final 
segment  involves  construction  of  a  concrete  and  earthen  levee, 
pumping  facilities  and  bank  protection.   These  facilities  will 
protect  390  properties  and  have  average  annual  benefits  of 
$1,181,000. 

Prior  years  appropriations  have  resulted  in  completion  of  all  but 
$2,623,000  of  needed  construction.   The  Corps  has  indicated  that 
their  "assessment  of  the  non-federal  sponsor's  financial  capability 
to  participate  in  the  project  affirms  that  the  sponsor  has  a 
reasonable  and  implementable  plan  for  meeting  its  financial 
commitment. " 

Mr.  Chairman,  $2,623,000  is  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  request  I  bring 
before  this  Committee.   This  amount  is  recommended  in  the 
President's  budget,  which  I  support.  If  this  final  federal 
appropriation  is  granted  the  South  Frankfort  floodwall  project  will 
be  completed  and  the  federal  government's  commitment  fulfilled. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  endorse  and  support  a  FY  1996  federal  appropriation 
of  $2,623,000  to  complete  the  South  Frankfort  Floodwall. 

Project  Two:  The  Kentucky  River  contains  a  system  of  14  Locks  and 
Dams  originally  built  and  maintained  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
for  navigational  purposes.   In  the  1970 's,  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  began  discussions  with  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  to 
have  Kentucky  assume  responsibility  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
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Locks  and  Dams  5-14  due  to  the  cibsence  of  commercial  navigation. 
Congress  declined  to  appropriate  funds  for  the  operation  of  Locks  5- 
14  for  FY  1981  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  placed  these  locks  and 
Dams  in  a  "caretaker  status"  in  1982. 

Although  commercial  navigation  has  ceased  to  be  of  importance,  the 
pools  created  by  the  Dams  provide  the  source  of  drinking  water  for 
over  600,000  Kentuckians  in  the  Kentucky  River  Basin.   Because  of 
the  100  year  history  of  Corps  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Kentucky  River  Locks  and  Dams,  the  effort  to  transfer  responsibility 
to  Kentucky  was  met  with  great  resistance.   This  resistance  was 
reinforced  by  the  fact  that  these  Corps  maintained  facilities  were 
in  serious  disrepair.   In  1992  the  impasse  was  broken  when  Congress 
agreed  to  repair  the  Locks  and  Dams,  due  to  their  water  supply 
function,  prior  to  transfer  to  Kentucky. 

A  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  was  drafted  by  the  Corps  and 
Commonwealth  in  December  1993  outlining  the  terms  of  repair  and 
divestiture  but  the  MOU  has  not  been  executed. 

Congress  appropriated  $5  million  in  FY  93  and  an  additional  $5 
million  in  FY  94  to  complete  necessary  repairs  prior  to  transfer  to 
Kentucky.   Three  construction  contracts  were  planned  in  order  to 
complete  the  necessary  work.  The  first  repair  contract  was  completed 
in  October  1994.   The' second  contract  is  underway  and  scheduled  for 
completion  in  May  1995.   Plans  and  specifications  for  the  third 
contract  are  being  prepared  by  the  Louisville  District  Office  of  the 
Corps.    The  $10  million  of  appropriated  funds  will  be  exhausted  at 
the  conclusion  of  this  third  contract.   Insufficient  funds  are 
available  to  complete  all  necessary  repairs. 

Although  site  inspections  were  conducted  to  determine  the  funds 
needed  for  repairs,  it  was  not  until  the  Corps  dewatered  the  Dams 
that  the  severity  of  the  deterioration  was  known.   The  Corps  now 
estimates  that  an  additional  $6.5  million  will  be  needed  to  finish 
the  project.   Of  the  $6.5  million  required,  $3  is  needed  to  con^lete 
the  original  scope  of  work  and  $3.5  million  is  needed  to  repair  Dams 
12  and  13  for  their  water  supply  functions.   Dams  12  and  13  have 
taken  on  regional  importance  due  to  the  water  impounded  at  these 
locations.  Water  from  these  pools  can  be  released  for  use  downstream 
during  drought  conditions  and  therefore  Dams  12  and  13  are  equally 
important  to  enhance  the  dependability  of  the  Dams  for  their  water 
supply  function. 

Mr.  Chairman  I  am  requesting  consideration  of  a  final  appropriation 
of  $6.5  million  in  order  to  complete  the  project.  Upon  completion 
of  the  needed  repairs  with  this  $6.5  million,  I  am  assured  that  the 
Commonwealth  will  take  title  to  the  facilities  and  assiune  financial 
responsibility  henceforth  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  Kentucky 
River  Locks  and  Dams  5-14. 
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The  Conmionwealth  has  already  made  extensive  preparation  to  assume 
this  responsibility.   In  1986  the  General  Assembly  created  the 
Kentucky  River  Authority,  whose  Director,  Tom  Dorman,  is  present 
today  and  available  to  your  staff.   Secondly,  in  1994  the  General 
Assembly  authorized  the  Authority  to  sell  $2  million  in  bonds  to 
install  release  valves  and  flash  boards  on  dains  11-14  to  store 
additional  water  in  the  pools  created  by  the  Dams  and  allow  water 
from  the  upper  pools  to  move  downstream  under  low  flow  conditions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  provision  of  the  final  $6.5  million  dollars  from  FY  96 
appropriations  will  allow  this  federal  responsibility  to  be  handed 
down  to  the  state,  creating  a  successful  example  of  federal -state 
partnership. 

Project  Three:   Clay  City,  Kentucky,  located  at  the  inside  bend  of 
the  Red  River  sustains  average  annual  damage  of  $132,000  from 
flooding  of  the  Red  River.   In  consultation  with  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  it  was  decided  that  the  most  affordable  flood  control 
project  was  to  construct  a  25  foot  bottom  width  high  level  diversion 
channel.   This  2,100  foot  long  channel  would  permit  floodwaters  to 
move  quickly  through  Clay  City. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  citizens  of  Clay  City  have  exhausted  other  avenues 
for  assistance.   To  provide  this  channelization  funding  I 
respectfully  request  a  FY  96  appropriation  of  $680,000. 

Project  Potir:   Annual  damage  is  sustained  by  approximately  421 
structures  which  lie  within  the  10 -year  floodplain  in  Lexington, 
Kentucky.   Included  in  the  damage  area  is  the  University  of  Kentucky 
campus.   A  new  start  reconnaissance  study  is  required  to  identify 
problems  and  develop  potential  solutions.   I  would  respectfully 
request  an  FY  96  appropriation  of  $400,000  to  enable  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  study  this  situation. 
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Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
KENTUCKY  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.    RON    LEWIS,    A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS    FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Rogers.  Next,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  new  Member  of  our  del- 
egation, relatively  new,  from  the  Second  District.  He  outranks  his 
two  freshmen  by  about  five  months.  And  Ron  Lewis  is  the  succes- 
sor to  Bill  Natcher. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  join  my  Kentucky  colleagues  in  thanking  you  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  before  this  subcommittee  today. 

We  all  understand  that  these  are  difficult  budgetary  times  for 
this  country.  And  so  while  there  may  be  other  projects  and  initia- 
tives in  the  Second  District  that  I  would  like  to  have  funded,  my 
list  today  is  comprised  only  of  those  that  are  most  urgently  needed. 

As  this  committee  knows,  the  Second  District  of  Kentucky  was 
represented  by  one  of  the  finest  Members  of  this  committee  and  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  and  that  was  Bill  Natcher.  He 
worked  hard  for  the  people  of  Kentucky  and  specifically  for  the 
needs  of  the  people  of  the  Second  District. 

Over  the  years,  this  committee  has  continued  to  fund  many 
projects  initiated  by  Mr.  Natcher.  Funding  for  Green  and  Barren 
Rivers,  Taylorsville  Lake,  and  the  Nolin  Lake  projects  have  been 
included  in  the  President's  proposal.  I  hope  that  the  subcommittee 
will  continue  to  fund  these  projects  through  the  1996  bill,  which 
Mr.  Natcher  originally  began. 

Our  first  project  involves  the  Green  River  Lock  No.  6,  which  is 
located  in  Edmonson  County.  It  is  currently  maintained  by  the 
Federal  Government,  but  has  not  been  operated  for  many  years.  It 
serves  no  purpose  for  the  government  or  for  navigation  of  the 
Green  River. 

However,  this  lock  may  serve  a  useful  purpose  to  Edmonson 
County.  If  Edmonson  County  had  the  chance  and  the  authority, 
they  very  well  may  be  able  to  develop  the  areas  above  and  below 
Lock  6  for  recreational  purposes. 

As  Edmonson  County  is  currently  the  third  poorest  county  in 
Kentucky,  they  are  in  need  of  opportunities  which  will  bring  jobs, 
tourists,  and  economic  development  to  the  county.  My  request  asks 
for  no  additional  funding,  but  rather  that  a  portion  of  the  monies 
allocated  be  directed  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  study  the  fea- 
sibility of  Congress  deauthorizing  Lock  and  Dam  6  on  the  Green 
River  so  that  Edmonson  County  could  gain  ownership  of  that  area. 

Specifically,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  use  up 
to  $50,000  of  the  funds  already  proposed  for  operation  and  manage- 
ment of  Green  and  Barren  Rivers  to  study  the  impact  of 
deauthorizing  Lock  and  Dam  No.  6. 

This  study  addresses  the  feasibility  of  this  deauthorization  and 
is  a  step  towards  putting  in  place  the  kind  of  cooperative  program 
that  will  allow  Edmonson  County  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  for 
its  citizens.  This  will  be  a  worthwhile  project  that  will  improve  the 
economic  value  and  development  of  this  county. 
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The  next  two  projects  involve  protecting  a  water  treatment  facil- 
ity and  valuable  farmland  from  excessive  flooding.  For  the  past  few 
years,  this  subcommittee  has  funded  studies  of  the  severe  flooding 
and  erosion  problems  in  Bardstown,  Kentucky,  where  erosion  con- 
ditions are  threatening  the  public  water  supply  treatment  facility. 
But  now,  further  action  has  been  halted  by  the  administration. 

It  seemingly  wants  to  ignore  the  need  for  protecting  this  commu- 
nity by  eliminating  funding  for  Section  14  and  Section  205  projects 
which  assist  in  flood  control  and  erosion. 

The  project  proposed  by  Panther  Creek  provides  another  example 
of  the  importance  of  Section  205  funding.  The  north  fork  of  Panther 
Creek  is  located  in  portions  of  Hancock,  Ohio,  and  Daviess  County. 
For  many  years  now.  Panther  Creek  has  flooded  each  spring,  dam- 
aging over  11,570  acres  each  year. 

The  local  community  is  working  to  find  a  solution.  They  are 
ready  to  work  on  this  situation.  But  the  administration  is  dashing 
their  hopes.  We  cannot  even  begin  to  address  this  problem,  if  the 
administration  does  away  with  Section  205  funding. 

Let  me  reemphasize  that  these  projects  are  a  priority  for  me  and 
for  my  constituents.  Federal  resources  are  scarce.  Prioritizing  is 
critical.  By  doing  away  with  funding  opportunities  for  these  small 
flood  control  and  erosion  projects,  the  administration  is  setting  the 
wrong  priorities. 

Without  this  funding,  river  conditions  and  the  safety  of  many 
communities  around  Kentucky  will  be  at  risk.  It  is  my  hope  that 
Section  205  and  Section  14  project  funding  be  maintained  so  that 
communities  like  Bardstown  and  Panther  Creek  continue  to  be  pro- 
tected from  the  damaging  effects  of  flooding  and  erosion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  request  that  those  Kentucky  projects  included 
in  the  President's  proposal  and  the  ones  that  I  have  listed  here 
today  be  included  by  your  subcommittee  in  your  1996  appropria- 
tions bill. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  discuss  these  important 
projects  and  those  of  my  colleagues  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Lewis  follows:] 
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statement  of 

Congressman  Ron  Lewis 

Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee 

March  22,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  join  my  Kentucky  colleagues  in  thanking  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  this  subcommittee  today. 

We  all  understand  that  these  are  difficult  budgetary  times 
for  our  country.   And  so  while  there  may  be  other  projects  and 
initiatives  in  the  Second  District  that  I  would  like  to  have 
funded,  my  list  today  is  comprised  only  of  those  that  are  most 
urgently  needed. 

As  this  committee  knows,  the  Second  District  of  Kentucky  was 
represented  by  one  of  the  finest  members  of  this  Committee  and  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives:  Bill  Natcher.   He  worked  hard 
for  the  people  of  Kentucky  and  specifically  for  the  needs  of  the 
people  of  the  Second  district . 

Over  the  years,  this  committee  has  continued  to  fund  many 
projects  initiated  by  Mr.  Natcher.   Funding  for  Green  and  Barren 
Rivers,  Taylorsville  Lake,  and  the  Nolin  Lake  projects  have  been 
included  in  the  President's  proposal.   I  hope  that  the 
subcommittee  will  continue  to  fund  these  projects  though  the  1996 
bill,  which  Mr.  Natcher  originally  began. 

Our  first  project  involves  the  Green  River  lock  Number  6 
which  is  located  in  Edmonson  County.   It  is  currently  maintained 
by  the  Federal  government  but  has  not  been  in  operation  for  many 
years.   It  serves  no  purpose  for  the  government  or  for  navigation 
of  the  Green  River.   However,  this  lock  may  serve  a  useful 
purpose  to  Emonson  County.   If  Edmonson  County  had  the  chance  and 
the  authority,  they  very  well  may  be  able  to  develop  the  areas 
above  and  below  Locke  6  for  recreational  purposes. 

Edmonson  County  is  currently  the  third  poorest  county  in 
Kentucky.   They  are  in  need  of  opportunities  which  will  bring 
jobs,  tourists,  and  economic  development  to  the  county. 
My  request  asks  for  no  additional  funding  but  rather  that  a 
portion  of  the  monies  allocated  be  directed  to  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  study  of  the  feasibility  of  Congress  deathorizing  Locke 
and  Dam  6  on  the  Green  River,  so  that  Edmonson  county  could  gain 
ownership  of  the  area. 

Specifically,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
use  up  to  $50,000  of  the  funds  already  proposed  for  Operation  and 
Management  of  Green  and  Barren  Rivers  to  study  the  impact  of 
deauthorizing  Locke  and  Dam  number  6 . 

This  study  address  the  feasibility  of  this  deauthorization 
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and  is   a  step  towards  putting  in  place  the  kind  of  cooperative 
program  that  will  allow  Edmonson  County  to  improve  the  quality  of 
life  for  its  citizens.   This  will  be  a  worthwhile  project  that 
will  improve  the  economic  value  and  development  of  this  county. 

The  next  two  projects  involve  protecting  a  water  treatment 
facility  and  valuable  farm  land  from  excessive  flooding. 

For  the  past  few  years,  this  subcommittee  has  funded  studies 
of  the  severe  flooding  and  erosion  problems  in  Bardstown, 
Kentucky  where  erosion  conditions  are  threatening  the  public 
water  supply  treatment  facility.   But  now,  further  action  has 
been  halted  by  the  administration.   It  seemingly  wants  to  ignore 
the  need  for  protecting  this  community  by  eliminating  funding 
Section  14  and  Section  205  projects  which  assist  in  flood  control 
and  erosion. 

The  project  posed  by  Panther  Creek  provides  another  example 
of  the  importance  of  Section  205  funding.   The  North  fork  of 
Panther  Creek  is  located  in  portions  of  Hancock,  Ohio,  and 
Daviess  County.   For  many  years  now  Panther  Creek  has  flooded 
each  spring,  damaging  over  11,570  acres  each  year. 

The  local  community  is  working  to  find  a  solution.   They  are 
ready  to  work  on  this  situation.  But  the  Administration  is 
dashing  their  hopes.   We  cannot  even  begin  to  address  this 
problem,  if  the  Administration  does  away  with  Section  205 
funding . 

Let  me  reemphasize  that  these  projects  are  a  priority  for  me 
and  for  my  constituents.    Federal  resources  are  scarce. 
Prioritizing  is  critical.   By  doing  away  with  funding 
opportunities  for  these  small  flood  control  and  erosion  projects, 
the  Administration  is  setting  the  wrong  priorities. 

Without  this  funding,  river  conditions  and  the  safety  of 
many  communities  around  Kentucky  will  be  at  risk.   It  is  my  hope 
that  Section  205  and  Section  14  project  funding  be  maintained  so 
that  communities  like  Bardsto,«i  and  Panther  Creek  continue  be 
protected  the  damaging  effects  of  flooding  and  erosion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  request  that  those  Kentucky  projects 
included  in  the  President's  proposal  and  the  ones  that  I  have 
listed  here  today  be  included  by  your  subcommittee  in  your  1996 
appropriations  bill. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  discuss  these 
important  projects  and  those  of  my  colleagues  from  Kentucky. 
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Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
KENTUCKY  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  ED  WHITFIELD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Rogers.  Along  with  Mr.  Lewis,  two  of  our  delegation  are 
new  to  this  process,  and  have  not  been  a  part  of  the  tradition  that 
continues  that  Mr.  Natcher,  I  guess  started  or  continued,  at  least, 
to  have  the  entire  Kentucky  delegation  appear  together. 

But  three  of  these  Members  are  doing  this  for  the  first  time  this 
year,  Mr.  Lewis  and  the  other  two  gentlemen,  Mr.  Ward  and  Mr. 
Whitfield. 

And  we  welcome  you  gentlemen  to  this  historic  process. 

The  remaining  two  gentlemen  representing  the  First  and  the 
Third  Districts,  first  Mr.  Whitfield. 

Mr.  Whitfield.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Rogers. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  pleased 
to  appear  before  you  today  in  support  of  the  administration's  fiscal 
year  1996  request  for  the  Civil  Works  program  of  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  This  request  contains  critical  funding  for  a 
number  of  flood  control,  navigation,  and  multipurpose  projects 
throughout  my  district  and  the  entire  State  of  Kentucky. 

I  want  to  extend  special  thanks  to  Congressman  Hal  Rogers,  a 
distinguished  Member  of  the  subcommittee,  who  made  the  nec- 
essary arrangements  for  Members  of  the  Kentucky  delegation  to 
testify. 

Before  I  comment  specifically  on  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  re- 
quest, I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  an  urgent  matter  that  di- 
rectly impacts  one  of  the  towns  in  my  district — Hickman,  Ken- 
tucky. 

Hickman  is  seriously  threatened  by  the  continued  deterioration 
of  Hickman  Bluff.  The  caving  bluffs  have  already  engulfed  one 
street.  The  board  of  education  building  was  recently  evacuated,  and 
a  continued  threat  remains  to  the  Hickman  water  tower  that  sup- 
plies water  to  the  city  and  adjacent  residences  and  buildings. 

Because  of  the  severity  of  the  problem,  $200,000  was  contained 
in  the  fiscal  year  1992  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropria- 
tions bill  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  determine  the  engi- 
neering solutions  to  the  bluff  instability.  Although  the  Corps  has 
determined  that  an  engineering  solution  to  the  problem  is  feasible, 
the  absence  of  an  authorization  has  prevented  restoring  stability  to 
the  bluff  even  though  the  $3  million  needed  to  correct  the  problem 
was  contained  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  Energy  and  Water  Develop- 
ment Appropriations  bill. 

I  cannot  overstate  the  importance  of  this  project  to  me,  but  more 
important,  to  the  citizens  of  Hickman.  Their  homes,  streets,  and 
water  supply  are  literally  being  destroyed  by  the  continued  erosion 
of  the  adjacent  bluff. 

I  have  met  personally  with  Chairman  Shuster  and  other  Mem- 
bers of  the  Transportation  Committee  on  this  matter  and,  of 
course.  Chairman  Myers  and  I  have  also  discussed  it,  and  I  am  op- 
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timistic  that  the  request  for  this  $3  milHon  retroactive  authoriza- 
tion will  be  approved. 

However,  final  action  on  the  Water  Resources  Development  bill 
by  the  House  and  Senate  may  be  too  late  to  save  a  large  portion 
of  the  town  of  Hickman.  As  I  stated  earlier,  they  evacuated  the 
public  education  building  last  week. 

Last  Friday,  Senator  McConnell  of  Kentucky  included  the  $3  mil- 
lion retroactive  authorization  in  the  Defense  Supplemental  Appro- 
priation bill.  And  I  am  asking  this  subcommittee  to  use  their  influ- 
ence to  retain  this  provision  in  the  final  conference  agreement  on 
that  supplemental  because  it  will  be  the  earliest  opportunity  that 
we  have  to  act  on  this,  and  timing  is  of  the  utmost  importance. 

With  regard  to  fiscal  year  1996  funding,  the  budget  request  for 
the  Corps  includes  a  total  of  $107  million  for  the  State  of  Ken- 
tucky, including  $21  million  for  eight  projects  in  my  district.  The 
funding  for  these  projects  will  be  used  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance primarily.  The  projects  are  Barkley  Dam,  Lake  Barkley, 
Ohio  River  Locks  and  Dams,  Ohio  River  Channel  Works, 
Uniontown  Ohio  River  Mainstream  Study,  Olmsted  Locks  and 
Dams,  and  the  Elvis  Stahr  Harbor  located  at  Hickman,  Kentucky. 

Monies  for  another  project,  Mayfield  Creek,  will  be  used  for 
clearing  excessive  overgrowth  which  will  allow  the  creek  to  prop- 
erly drain. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  just  join  with  my  colleague,  Hal  Rog- 
ers, in  expressing  support  for  the  1996  budget  request  for  the  TVA 
and  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  TVA,  of  course,  serves 
seven  different  States  assisting  in  economic  development,  providing 
power,  and  managing  water  and  land  conservation  programs  in  my 
district. 

And  the  ARC,  of  course,  provides  a  multitude  of  services  to  aid 
some  of  the  most  distressed  communities  in  our  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee,  let  me  thank  you 
again  for  this  opportunity  to  address  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Whitfield  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  U.S.  REP.  ED  WHITFIELD 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  &  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  22,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 
Water  Appropriations,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  in 
support  of  the  Administration's  FY  1996  request  for  the  Civil  Works 
Program  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  This  request  contains 
critical  funding  for  a  number  of  flood  control,  navigation,  and 
multi-purpose  projects  throughout  my  District  and  the  entire  state 
of  Kentucky. 

I  want  to  extend  my  special  thanks  to  Congressman  Hal  Rogers, 
a  distinguished  member  of  the  Subcommittee  who  made  the  necessary 
arrangements  for  the  other  members  of  the  Kentucky  delegation  to 
testify. 

Before  I  comment  specifically  on  the  FY  1996  budget  request, 
I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  an  urgent  matter  that  directly 
impacts  one  of  the  towns  in  my  District- -Hickman,  Kentucky. 

Hickman  is  seriously  threatened  by  the  continued  deterioration 
of  Hickman  Bluff.  The  caving  bluffs  have  already  engulfed  a 
portion  of  one  street,  the  Board  of  Education  building  had  to  be 
evacuated,  and  a  continued  threat  remains  to  the  water  supply, 
other  streets,  and  adjacent  residences  and  buildings. 

Because  of  the  severity  of  the  problem,  $200,000  was  contained 
in  the  FY  1992  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Bill  for 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  determine  the  engineering 
solutions  to  the  bluff  instability.  Although  the  Corps  has 
determined  that  a  technical  solution  to  the  problem  is  feasible, 
the  absence  of  an  authorization  has  prevented  any  move  toward 
immediate  construction  even  though  the  $3  million  needed  to  correct 
the  problem  was  included  in  the  conference  agreement  on  the  FY  1995 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Bill. 

I  cannot  overstate  the  importance  of  this  project  to  me  and 
the  citizens  of  Hickman.  Their  homes  and  businesses  are  literally 
being  washed  away  by  the  continued  erosion  of  the  adjacent  bluffs. 

I  have  met  personally  with  Chairman  Shuster  and  other  members 
of  the  Transportation  Committee  on  this  matter,  and  I  am  optimistic 
that  my  request  for  this  $3  million  retroactive  authorization  will 
be  approved.  However,  final  action  on  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Bill  by  the  House  and  Senate  may  be  too  late  to  save 
the  town  of  Hickman. 

Last  Friday,  Senator  McConnell  of  Kentucky  included  the  $3 
million  retroactive  authorization  in  the  defense  supplemental 
appropriations  bill,  H.R.  889.   I  am  asking  the  Svibcommittee  to 
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retain  this  provision  in  the  final  conference  agreement  on  that 
supplemental . 

With  regard  to  FY  1996  funding,  the  budget  request  for  the 
Corps  includes  a  total  of  $107,397,000  for  the  state  of  Kentucky, 
including  $21,217,000  for  eight  projects  in  my  District.  The 
funding  for  these  projects  will  be  used  for  operation  and 
maintenance.  The  projects  are  Barkley  Dam,  Lake  Barkley,  Barren 
River  Lake,  Ohio  River  Locks  and  Deims,  Ohio  River  Channel  Work, 
Uniontown/Ohio  River  Mainstream  Study,  Olmsted  Locks  and  Dam,  and 
Elvis  Stahr  (Hickman)  Harbor. 

Monies  for  a  ninth  project,  Mayfield  Creek,  will  be  used  to 
continue  clearing  excessive  overgrowth  which  will  allow  the  creek 
to  properly  drain. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  join  with  my  colleague,  Hal 
Rogers,  in  expressing  support  for  the  budget  requests  for  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  and  the  ;^palachian  Regional  Commission. 

The  TVA  serves  seven  states,  providing  power,  conducting 
environmental  research,  assisting  in  economic  development,  and 
managing  water  and  land  conservation  programs.  In  my  District,  the 
TVA  owns  and  operates  one  of  Kentucky's  largest  tourist 
attractions--  Land  Between  the  Lakes.  The  ARC  provides  a  multitude 
of  services  to  aid  some  of  our  most  distressed  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  let  me  thank  you 
again  for  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Subcommittee. 

### 
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Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
KENTUCKY  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.   MIKE   WARD,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Rogers.  Finally,  we  present  the  Member  of  Congress  rep- 
resenting the  Third  District,  my  District  in  Louisville,  and  the  only 
Member  of  the  Kentucky  delegation  whose  district  does  not  bound- 
ary on  mine,  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Ward.  So  far.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  first  to  acknowledge  that  Ed  and  I  do  understand  that 
Mr.  Lewis  has  five  months  seniority  on  us.  He  reminds  us  of  that 
frequently.  But,  I  don't  remember  that  he  had  any  gray  hair  six 
months  ago.  So  it  has  some  impact. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  join  my  colleagues  in  the  Kentucky  delegation 
this  morning  to  support  the  fiscal  year  1996  funding  for  important 
energy  and  water  development  projects  in  the  Commonwealth  of 
Kentucky.  I  would  like  to  thank  my  friend  and  distinguished  Mem- 
ber of  this  committee,  Mr.  Rogers,  for  reserving  this  time  for  us. 

I  will  devote  my  allotted  time  to  requesting  your  continued  sup- 
port for  a  locks  modernization  project  along  the  Ohio  River  and  for 
three  important  flood  control  projects,  all  located  in  my  district  in 
Jefferson  County,  although  they  do  have  an  impact  on  the  portion 
of  Jefferson  County  which  lies  in  the  Second  Congressional  District. 

The  locks  project,  formally  known  as  the  McAlpine  Locks  and 
Dam  Improvement  Project,  was  begun  in  1988  and  involves  the  re- 
placement of  an  existing  600-foot  lock — and  an  inactive  360-foot 
lock  with  a  new  1,200-foot  lock.  Upon  completion,  there  will  be 
twin  1,200-foot  locks  at  McAlpine,  thus  permitting  the 
uninterpreted  flow  of  barge  traffic  along  the  increasingly  busy  Ohio 
River  at  Louisville. 

The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  $2,117  million  will  allow  for  the  continuation  of 
preconstruction  engineering  and  design  work.  Furthermore,  an  ad- 
ditional appropriation  of  $2  million  will  make  possible  the  award 
of  a  contract  for  wharf  improvements,  for  a  construction  office,  and 
for  building  relocation.  Larger  lock  replacement  can  begin  once 
these  activities  are  completed,  and  I  greatly  appreciate  the  commit- 
tee's full  support  for  this  vital  funding. 

The  three  flood  control  projects  in  Louisville  and  Jefferson  Coun- 
ty are  the  Metropolitan  Louisville  Beargrass  Creek  Project;  the 
Metropolitan  Louisville  Pond  Creek  Project,  and  the  Metropolitan 
Louisville  Southwest  Project.  $312,000  is  requested  for  the  project 
surveys  for  Beargrass  Creek;  $300,000  is  requested  for 
preconstruction  engineering  and  design  work  for  Pond  Creek;  and 
$350,000  is  requested  for  project  surveys  for  Metropolitan  Louis- 
ville Southwest. 

Funding  for  these  three  projects,  which  will  result  in  reduced 
flooding  for  many,  many  residential  neighborhoods  and  commercial 
structures,  is  critical. 

Before  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  express  my  appreciation  for  your  and  Ranking  Member 
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Bevill's  long-time  support  for  the  Belvedere  Connector  Project  in 
Louisville  that  is  nearing  completion.  The  project  will  connect  our 
downtown  wharf  and  river  front  with  the  existing  Belvedere  by 
means  of  steps  and  elevators,  and  making  possible  a  long  prome- 
nade overlooking  the  Ohio  River  in  downtown  Louisville. 

The  entire  system  is  accessible  to  the  disabled  and  is  a  key  ele- 
ment in  the  overall  waterfront  development  plan. 

I  have  a  more  personal  interest  in  this  than  most  Members  of 
Congress  might.  My  dad,  Jasper  Ward,  was  one  of  the  architects 
on  the  Louisville  Belvedere  in  the  1960s.  While  I  hasten  to  point 
out  he  has  no  involvement  in  the  Federal  plans,  his  involvement 
gives  me  a  personal  stake.  His  connector  was  part  of  the  original 
plan  but  was  cut  back  in  the  1960s  for  budget  reasons. 

On  behalf  of  the  many  people  who  will  enjoy  the  new  vistas  for 
years  and  years  to  come,  thank  you  for  all  your  assistance  on  that. 

I  would  also  like  to  join  with  Mr.  Bunning  and  put  in  a  plug  for 
the  river  locks  in  the  Sixth  District  of  Mr.  Baesler.  I  have  met  with 
the  people  involved  in  that  project  and  understand  its  importance. 

I  would  also  like  to  throw  in  a  quick  plug  for  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission.  That  is  deeply  important  to  all  Kentuckians. 
Only  by  helping  those  among  us  who  need  help  the  most  can  we 
all  benefit  in  years  to  come. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  each  of  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Ward  follows:] 
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House  of  ?RcpreBcntatiueB 

Haaliington.  i.€.  20515-17D3 

STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  MIKE  WARD 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMTITEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  22,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  join  my  colleagues  in  the  Kentucky 
Delegation  this  morning  to  testify  in  support  of  Fiscal  Year  1996 
funding  for  important  energy  and  water  development  projects  in  the 
Commonwealth.  I  would  like  to  thank  my  friend  and  a  Member  of  this 
distinguished  Committee,  Hal  Rogers,  for  reserving  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  devote  my  allotted  time  to  requesting 
your  continued  support  for  a  locks  modernization  project  along  the 
Ohio  River  and  for  three  important  flood  control  projects,  all 
located  in  my  District  in  Louisville  and  Jefferson  County. 

The  locks  project,  formally  known  as  the  McAlpine  Locks  and 
Dam  Improvement  Project,  was  begun  in  1988  and  involves  the 
replacement  of  an  existing  600-foot  lock  and  an  inactive  360-foot 
lock,  with  a  new  1,200-foot  lock.  Upon  completion,  there  will  be 
twin  1,200  foot  locks  at  McAlpine,  thus  permitting  the 
uninterrupted  flow  of  barge  traffic  along  the  increasingly  busy 
Ohio  River  at  Louisville. 

The  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  $2,117  million  will  allow  for  the  continuation  of 
pre-construction  engineering  and  design  work.  Furthermore,  an 
additional  appropriation  of  $2  million  will  make  possible  the  award 
of  a  contract  for  wharf  improvements,  for  a  construction  office, 
and  for  building  relocation.  Larger  lock  replacement  can  begin 
once  these  activities  are  completed,  and  I  greatly  appreciate  the 
Committee's  full  support  for  this  vital  funding. 

The  three  flood  control  projects  in  Louisville  and  Jefferson 
County  are:  the  Metropolitan  Louisville  Beargrass  Creek  Project; 
the  Metropolitan  Louisville  Pond  Creek  Project;  and,  the 
Metropolitan  Louisville  Southwest  Project.  $312,000  is  requested 
for  project  surveys  for  Beargrass  Creek,  $300,000  is  requested  for 
pre-construction  engineering  and  design  work  for  Pond  Creek,  and 
$350,000  is  requested  for  project  surveys  for  Metropolitan 
Louisville  Southwest. 
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Funding  for  these  three  projects,  which  will  result  in  reduced 
flooding  for  many  residential  and  commercial  structures,  is 
critical  and  I  am  grateful  for  the  Committee's  endorsement. 

Before  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  express  my  appreciation  for  your  and  Ranking  Member 
Bevill's  long-time  support  for  the  Belvedere  Connector  project  in 
Louisville  that  is  nearing  completion.  The  project  will  connect 
our  downtown  wharf  with  the  existing  Belvedere  by  means  of  steps 
and  elevators,  and  making  possible  a  long  promenade  overlooking  the 
Ohio  River.  The  entire  system  is  accessible  to  the  disabled  and  is 
a  key  element  in  the  overall  waterfront  development  plan.  On 
behalf  of  the  many  people  who  will  enjoy  the  new  vistas  for  many 
years  to  come,  thank  you  for  all  your  assistance. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  each  of  you. 
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Mr.  Rogers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Ward. 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  Mr.  Whitfield  and  all  of  you  for  your 
support  for  the  ARC.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill,  there  is  unani- 
mous support  among  the  delegation  for  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission,  even  though  Mr.  Ward's  district  is  not  near  it,  nor  is 
Mr.  Whitfield's  or  Mr.  Lewis'.  But  we  all  support  it  unanimously. 

We  appreciate  the  support  of  this  subcommittee  over  the  years 
for  the  ARC  and  for  the  projects  that  you  have  so  generously  fund- 
ed in  Kentucky  for  flood  control  and  the  work  of  the  Corps,  TVA 
and  the  others. 

This  subcommittee  has  had  a  very  open  ear  and  an  open  mind 
to  the  difficulties  that  the  people  of  our  State  have  faced  over  the 
years  in  flooding  and  the  like,  and  we  trust  and  hope  that  that  will 
continue,  even  though  we  know  that  you  are  going  to  be  limited  in 
funds,  this  year  especially,  and  we  hope  not  for  long,  but  certainly 
this  year. 

And  I  know,  Mr.  Ward,  that  there  is  a  certain  non-Federal  struc- 
ture in  your  fair  city  that  has  an  annual  event  on  the  first  Satur- 
day in  May  that  the  Chairman  of  this  subcommittee  has  been  reli- 
giously— not  religiously — going  to  for  years. 

Mr.  Myers.  Faithfully. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Has  been  going  to 

Mr.  Myers.  I  have  left  a  lot  of  contributions  down  there. 

Mr.  Ward.  He  probably  prays  when  he  is  there. 

Mr.  Rogers.  So  he  is  very  familiar  with  the  environs  of  your  city. 

Anyway,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill,  we  appreciate  your  let- 
ting us  testify  as  a  group  today,  and  we  hope  that  you  will  see  it 
clear,  if  you  can,  to  help  us  with  these  projects. 

Mr.  Myers  [presiding!.  Thank  you. 

I  might  add,  the  committee  is  very  much  aware  of  the  problem 
at  Hickman.  I  visited  there  and  know  the  problem.  But  the  author- 
ization possibly  this  year  one  way  or  other,  we  can  get  it  done.  I 
thought  we  could  earlier  this  year,  but  the  one  tool  we  had  was  the 
rescission  bill,  and  they  wanted  to  keep  it  clean  and  not  put  any 
authorizations  in  it.  So  we  tried  to  do  it  there,  but  we  will  keep 
on  trying. 

It  seems  in  an  emergency  like  this  there  ought  to  be  some  kind 
of  provision.  The  Corps  insists  they  have  to  have  authorization  be- 
cause of  the  size  of  the  project.  But  when  there  is  an  emergency 
like  this,  there  is  almost  a  liability  here  that  the  Corps  should  be 
assuming,  but  they  haven't. 

We  are  also  very  much  aware  of  the  lock  and  dam  and  the  water- 
front, what  a  great  job  you  are  doing  on  the  waterfront  in  Louis- 
ville. 

Mr.  Ward.  It  is  a  beautiful  project. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  would  like  to  expedite  McAlpine,  but  they  tell  us 
there  is  some  new  design  or  program  where  they  will  save  money 
and  do  a  better  job,  so  we  will  stay  right  with  them  on  that.  And 
the  Kentucky  River,  I  don't  know  how  we  are  going  to  do  that  one, 
Jim.  We  are  in  sympathy  with 

Mr.  BUNNING.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  will  figure  something  out. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  right. 

Very  good  to  see  you  all.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Bevill,  I  didn't  recognize  Mr.  Bevill. 
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I  apologize. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  want  to  welcome  this  distinguished  panel,  because 
you  are  one  of  the  most  outstanding  delegations  in  the  country,  and 
we  appreciate  every  one  of  you. 

And  Ron,  I  did  want  to  ask  just  one  quick  question. 

Of  course,  we  miss  an  old  friend,  the  great  Congressman  of  all 
time.  Bill  Natcher.  But  Bill  was  always  telling  a  story  about  this 
big  catfish,  you  have  been  talking  about  the  dam,  you  and  Jim,  of 
how  a  big  old  catfish  lies  down  at  the  bottom  and  eats — the  Chair- 
man has  heard  this  many  times — and  every  time  he  gets  a  little 
bigger.  I  think  80  pounds  was  the  last  time.  Some  of  them  get  up 
to  80  pounds.  They  just  eat  and  don't  get  any  exercise. 

Mr.  Baesler.  They  continue  to  grow. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Do  you  remember  which  dam  that  was? 

Mr.  Baesler.  No,  I  don't. 

Mr.  BUNNING.  Markland  Dam.  That  is  the  only  one  I  have  in  my 
district.  But  it  is  one  in  the  late  Bill  Natcher's  district,  now  Ron 
Lewis'  district. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  know  your  Kentucky  delegation  through  the 
years  has  been  an  outstanding  delegation.  Bill  Natcher  certainly 
was  very  inconsistent.  No  one  was  quite  as  inconsistent  as  Carl 
Perkins,  senior.  He  would  grab  you  by  the  arm  on  Yatesville  and 
all  the  projects — I  kidded  him  one  time,  I  don't  think  there  is  any 
ravine  in  Kentucky  bigger  than  a  bath  tub  that  isn't  flooded  right 
now. 

Mr.  BuNNiNG.  In  eastern  Kentucky,  you  are  absolutely  right,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Ward.  See  you  on  the  first  Saturday  in  May,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Good.  You  will  guarantee  the  horses  will  be  there, 
of  course. 

Mr.  Ward.  They  will  be  there,  you  will  be  there,  I  will  be  there. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  help. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
FLORIDA  PROJECTS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  MARK  ADAM  FOLEY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

HON.  TILLIE  FOWLER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

HON.  JOHN  L.  MICA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

HON.  PETER  DEUTSCH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

HON.  PORTER  J.  GOSS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

ROXANE  DOW,  FEDERAL  LIAISON,  FLORIDA  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVI- 
RONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  Florida. 

Mr.  Foley.  Grood  morning,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  welcomes  the  Florida  delegation. 
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You  have  60  minutes.  The  two  of  you  will  have  a  lot  of  time  if 
the  others  don  t  come. 

Your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  as  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Foley.  First,  let  me  read  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Young,  Mr  Chair- 
man Mr.  Young  is  presiding  over  another  committee  hearing  He 
asked  me  to  represent  him,  and  thank  you  for  your  continued  sup- 
port of  our  State's  needs  and  asks  unanimous  consent  that  his 
statement  be  included  in  the  record. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Young  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  U.S.  Rep.  C.  W.  Bill  Young 

Before  the  House  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  22,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  Thank  you  for  inviting  our  delegation  and  state 
officials  to  your  Committee  to  present  Florida's  Fiscal  Year  1996 
public  works  appropriations  requests.    Your  interest  and  support  for 
our  state's  important  and  varied  needs  is  very  much  appreciated  by 
our  delegation  and  the  people  of  Florida  we  represent. 

As  always,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  appreciate  and  understand 
the  time  constraints  of  your  Committee,  I  am  pleased  to  submit  a 
brief  statement  and  short  list  of  projects  for  the  10th  Congressional 
District  I  have  the  privilege  to  represent. 

First,  let  me  thank  the  Committee  for  your  past  support  of  the 
ongoing  beach  restoration  and  nourishment  program  in  Pinellas 
County,  Florida.    As  I  said  last  year,  this  project  has  proven 
invaluable  in  pioiccdng  our  coast  line  from  damage  during  the  heavy 
storms  and  high  tides  that  are  a  regular  occurrence  along  the  Gulf 
Coast.    The  investment  we  have  made  over  the  past  15  years  in 
rebuilding  the  beaches  and  putting  in  place  support  structures  that 
reduce  the  impact  of  tidal  actions  has  minimized  the  cost  of  the 
periodic  renourishment  of  sand  these  beaches  require. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  members  of  your 
committee  for  raising  such  serious  concern  in  your  hearings  last 
month  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  about  the  President's 
proposal  that  the  Corps  no  longer  participate  in  beach  restoration 
projects.    As  you  know,  these  projects  are  not  only  a  matter  of 
public  safety  in  the  area  of  Florida  I  represent,  as  they  provide  a 
buffer  between  the  Gulf  and  public  and  private  property  along  the 
coastline,  they  are  also  a  major  economic  attraction  for  the  thousands 
of  tourists  who  visit  Pinellas  County  each  year  to  enjoy  our  wide, 
beautiful  beaches.    The  economic  impact  of  these  visitors  is 
considerable  in  Pinellas  County  and  the  State  of  Florida. 


Eliminating  the  Corps's  participation  in  these  projects  would 
endanger  the  future  of  beach  restoration  programs  throughout  our 
state  and  our  nation.    The  Corps  has  a  wealth  of  engineering, 
contracting,  and  construction  laiowledge  and  experience  that  ensures 
quality  projects  that  are  also  cost-effective.    Eliminating  the  Corps' 
participation  in  these  projects  would  leave  a  void  which  individual 
state  and  local  governments  would  have  to  fill  by  hiring  their  own 
engineering  teams.    This  would  be  a  costly  and  redundant  expense 
and  would  require  years  to  build  the  same  institutional  knowledge 
currently  held  by  the  Corps. 

The  Pinellas  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners  has 
unanimously  adopted  a  resolution  which  emphasizes  the  critical 
importance  of  these  projects  to  the  people  of  the  10th  Congressional 
District  I  represent.    With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  that  the  Board's  resolution  be  included  in  the  hearing  record  so 
you  and  our  colleagues  on  the  Committee  understand  the  special 
significance  of  these  projects. 

The  only  fuiiaing  support  I  would  request  of  the  Committee 
today  is  for  $11  million  to  complete  work  on  four  segments  of  the 
Pinellas  County  Beach  Management  Project.    This  includes  $1 
million  for  the  Long  Key  North  (Upham  Beach)  segment  of  the 
project,  $1  million  for  the  Treasure  Island  North  segment,  $6  mUlion 
for  Phase  IV  of  the  Sand  Key  project,  which  is  in  serious  need  of 
structural  work  and  renourishment,  and  the  followup  renourishment 
of  the  southern  portion  of  Sand  Key. 

We  have  found  that  a  timely  investment  in  these  periodic 
renourishment  projects  eliminates  the  need  for  much  more  expensive 
beach  reconstruction  projects  later.    You  can  be  sure  that  because 
federal,  state,  and  local  resources  are  limited,  we  continue  to  search 
for  ways  to  most  efficiently  renourish  these  beaches.    In  most  cases, 
we  take  the  fill  material  out  of  nearby  navigation  inlets  which  is  very 
cost  effective  not  only  because  of  the  proximity  of  the  sand  to  the 
beach  but  because  it  allows  us  to  clear  an  inlet  for  the  protection  and 
safety  of  boaters  as  well  as  for  environmental  cleaning. 
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This,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  only  public  works  request  I  would 
make  of  your  Committee  today,  and  I  would  appreciate  whatever 
consideration  you  can  give. 


The  second  subject  I  want  to  discuss  with  you  this  morning,  is 
the  Department  of  Energy's  ongoing  reconfiguration  of  its  defense 
production  facilities.    I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  members  of  your 
Committee  for  your  support  three  years  ago  of  my  request  for 
legislative  language  in  your  bill  which  prevented  the  Department 
from  moving  ahead  with  its  initial  plan  for  consolidation  of  certain 
facilities.    We  clearly  demonstrated  that  plan  was  not  well  thought, 
was  not  cost  effective,  and  would  have  jeopardized  our  national 
security. 

The  Committee's  action  to  slow  down  the  Department's  process 
and  force  officials  there  to  go  back  and  reexamine  the  impact  of  its 
initial  reconfiguration  plan  allowed  us  to  put  in  place  a  very 
successful  defense  conversion  project  at  Pinellas,  one  that  reduces  the 
long  term  cost  to  «^he  Department  of  Energy  of  closing  this  facility, 
and  retains  the  tremendous  technology  base  available  there  for 
conversion  to  a  very  successful  commercial  facility  which  will  retain 
jobs  and  lead  to  great  employment  gains  down  the  road. 

This  project  has  become  a  model  for  other  Department  of 
Energy  and  Department  of  Defense  projects  around  our  nation 
undergoing  simUar  conversions.    The  commercial  mission  at  Pinellas 
wUl  utilize  the  advanced  technologies  and  significant  investment  our 
nation  has  made  in  this  facility  over  the  past  40  years  by  focusing 
their  future  use  on  the  development  of  new  commercial  products  and 
lines  of  production  that  will  create  jobs  and  enhance  our  nation's 
technological  base  and  capabilities. 

I  want  to  congratulate  Secretary  O'Leary  and  her  Department 
for  recognizing  that  there  was  a  better  way  to  convert  these  facilities 
from  a  defense  to  a  commercial  use  in  a  smooth,  economical  manner. 
The  Secretary  has  supported  this  project  with  funds  from  her  limited 
budget,  and  I  thank  her  for  that. 
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It  is  my  hope  that  in  reviewing  the  Department's  1996  request 
for  defense  programs,  environmental  restoration,  and  technology 
transfer  initiatives  that  you  will  keep  in  mind  the  need  of  facilities 
such  as  Pinellas  as  they  proceed  through  the  difficult,  initial  stages  of 
the  conversion  process.    The  small  investment  we  make  in  this 
project  now  will  provide  a  great  return  to  our  nation  and 
communities  such  as  Pinellas  County  in  the  out  years. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  and  the  members  of  your 
Committee  for  your  support  and  interest  in  these  matters. 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  qS-Sn 

A  RESOLUTION  OF  THE  PINELLAS  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS  OPPOSING  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  THE  PRESIDENT'S 
FY  1996  BUDGET  REQUEST  WHICH  WOULD  REMOVE  FEC5RAL 
PARTICIPATION  IN  WATER  PROJECTS,  INCLUDING  BEACH 
NOURISHMENT  PROJECTS,  WHICH  ARE  NOT  "NATIONALLY 
SIGNIFICANT",  RECOMMENDING  RETAINING  THE  CURRENT  FEDERAL 
CRITERIA  FOR  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  AND  COST-SHARING, 
RECOMMENDING  OPPOSING  FUTURE  LEGISLATION  WHICH  MAY 
ELIMINATE  OR  REDUCE  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  SUCH 
PROJECTS,  PROVIDING  FOR  AN  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

WHEREAS,  President  Clinton's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request  contains 
proposals  to  introduce  legislation  which  will  eliminate  federal  financial 
participation  in  water  projects,  including  shore  erosion  control,  hiarricane 
and  storm  damage  reduction,  and  flood  control  projects  which  are  not 
considered  to  be  of  "national  significance",  and  including  all  beach 
nourishment  projects  nationwide;  and 

WHEREAS,  for  those  projects  which  can  demonstrate  "national 
significance, "  the  Administration  proposes  to  inr'-ease  the  minimum  qualifying 
benefit/cost  ratio  to  2:1  from  1:1,  and  to  increase  the  non-federal  share  of 
the  cost  from  25*  to  75%;  and 

WHEREAS,  most  of  Pinellas  County's  beachfront  has  been  and  is  continuing 
to  experience  moderate  to  severe  erosion  due  to  natural  causes  such  as  sea 
level  rise  and  man-made  influences;  and 

WHEREAS,  since  1980,  Pinellas  County  has  acted  as  local  sponsor  for 
numerous  federally- funded  beach  renourishment  projects,  providing  at  least  100 
feet  of  beach  width  along  approximately  ten  miles  of  the  County's  coast,  at  a 
total  cost  of  $32,000,000  of  which  $16,000,000  was  the  federal  investment, 
$12,000,000  was  the  state  share,  and  $4,000,000  was  the  local  cost;  and 
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WHEREAS,  the  calculated  value  of  shorefront  development  in  Pinellas 
County  which  is  protected  by  beaches  from  hurricane  and  storm  wave  damage  is 
in  excess  of  tiree  billion  dollars;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  health  of  Pinellas  County's  beaches  is  fundamental  to  the 
health  of  the  County's  tourist  industry,  which  in  turn  is  the  foundation  of 
the  County's  economy;  and 

WHEREAS,  according  to  a  recent  Corps  of  Engineers  study,  the 
justification  for  federal  participation  in  Pinellas  County's  beach 
renourishment  projects  is  and  has  been  their  demonstrated  contribution  to  the 
Nation's  national  economic  development  (NED)  consistent  with  protecting  the 
Nation's  environment,  pursuant  to  environmental  statutes,  appliccible  executive 
orders,  and  requirements  to  preserve  human  safety,  social  well-being  and 
cultural  and  historic  resources;  and 

WHEREAS,  beaches  are  the  most  important  single  factor  influencing 
tourists  to  visit  Florida;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  21.6  million  tourists  who  annually  visit  Florida's  beaches 
directly  spend  $7.9  billion,  create  359,000  jobs,  and  generate  $15.4  billion 
for  Florida's  economy;  and 

WHEREAS,  seven  million  foreign  tourists  visit  Florida  each  year,  with  2.3 
million  from  Canada,  who  stay  an  average  of  21  days  each  and  spend  $1.6 
billion  annually;  and 

WHEREAS,  travel  auid  tourism  is  the  largest  industry  in  the  U.S.  and  the 
world,  the  largest  employer  in  the  U.S.,  accounts  for  the  greatest  job  growth 
in  the  U.S.,  is  the  leading  component  of  a  growing  service-industry 
international  trade  surplus  for  the  U.S.  (only  agriculture  generates  a  larger 
trade  surplus),  and  is  an  industry  in  which  the  U.S.  dominates  world-wide  in 
revenues  and  profits;  and 
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WHEREAS,  annual  average  federal  expenditures  for  beach  nourishment 
projects  over  the  past  44  years  have  been  about  $15  million  and  the  gross 
regional  product  produced  from  beach  tourism  for  coastal  states  is  estimated 
to  be  about  $170  billion,  indicating  the  extraordinarily  positive  benefit/cost 
ratio  of  protecting  the  Nation's  beaches;  and 

WHEREAS,  prior  to  constructing  each  Pinellas  County  beach  nourishment 
project,  the  federal  government  and  the  County  have  executed  a  Project 
Cooperation  Agreement  in  which  the  parties  agreed  to  share  in  the  cost  of  the 
project  and  to  maintain  the  project  for  its  entire  50-year  economic  life;  and 

WHEREAS,  Pinellas  County  has  successfully  and  in  good  faith  constructed 
its  projects  with  the  expectation  that  the  federal  obligation  to  participate 
in  the  County's  projects  for  their  economic  lives  would  be  honored;  and 

WHEREAS,  eliminating  federal  participation  in  beach  nourishment,  flood 
control,  and  shore  protection  programs  will  remove  a  talented  and  experienced 
pool  of  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  scientists  and  engineers  from  coastal 
research  efforts  and  place  a  significant  additional  burden  on  state  agencies 
and  educational  institutions  to  continue  such  research;  and 

WHEREAS,  eliminating  the  federal  role  in  projects  for  flood  control, 
hurricane  and  storm  damage  reduction,  and  shoreline  erosion  control  will  at 
least  double  the  cost  of  the  projects  for  states  and  local  governments, 
placing  an  unacceptable  financial  burden  on  these  entities,  and  reducing  the 
ability  of  state  and  local  governments  to  protect  life,  land,  and  coastal 
structures  and  infrastructure; 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  Pinellas  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  in  open  session  this  28th  day  of  February  1995, 
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Section  1.  The  Pinellas  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners  strongly 
urges  President  Clinton  and  the  Administration  to  withdraw  the  recommendations 
in  the  FY  1996  budget  request  to  eliminate  federal  participation  in  shoreline 
erosion  control,  hurricane  and  storm  wave  damage  reduction,  and  flood  control 
projects  not  considered  to  be  of  "national  significance",  and  not  to  introduce 
legislation  which  would  provide  for  such  recommendations . 

Section  2.  The  Board  further  urges  that  current  federal  cost-sharing 
criteria,  which  have  resulted  in  very  successful  and  efficient  shore 
protection  projects  in  Pinellas  County,  in  Florida,  and  in  the  U.S.,  not  be 
changed  to  increase  the  non-federal  financial  responsibility  for  these 
economically  vital  projects. 

Section  3.  The  Commission  rec[uests  that  should  legislation  be 
introduced  which  provides  for  elimination  of  federal  participation  in 
non-national  water  projects,  or  which  increases  significantly  the  non-federal 
cost  of  such  projects,  the  Florida's  U.S.  Senators  and  Representatives  oppose 
such  legislation. 

Commissioner  Parks offered    the    foregoing 

Resolution,  and  moved  its  adoption,  which  was  seconded  by 
Commissioner      Rainev ,  and  upon  roll  call  the  vote  was: 

AYES:    Seibert,  Parks,  Rainey,  Tyndall  and  Stewart. 

NAYS :    None . 

ABSENT  AND  NOT  VOTING:   None. 
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Mr.  Foley.  He  also  asked  me  to  introduce  the  Members  of  the 
delegation  today. 

We  have  Mr.  Scarborough  and  Mr.  Shaw,  both  have  submitted 
testimony  for  the  record. 

With  us  now,  the  Honorable  Tillie  Fowler  from  Jacksonville. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mrs.  Fowler. 

Mrs.  Fowler.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
subcommittee.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  in  sup- 
port of  the  fiscal  year  1996  funding  for  water  resource  projects  in 
the  Fourth  Congressional  District  in  Florida.  My  district  is  a  coast- 
al region,  comprising  Nassau,  Duval,  St.  Johns,  Flagler,  and 
Volusia  Counties,  with  100  miles  of  coastline  and  numerous  ports, 
channels  and  harbors. 

These  beaches,  ports,  channels  and  harbors  increase  defense  ca- 
pability, transportation  routes,  fishing  livelihoods,  property  protec- 
tion and  countless  sources  of  recreation.  They  are  a  vast  and  cru- 
cial resource  for  my  district  and  their  maintenance  and  protection 
is  very  important. 

I  am  here  today  to  urge  funding  for  several  projects  in  my  dis- 
trict. These  include  several  navigation  projects  and  the  related 
beach  nourishments  that  can  occur  with  this  dredge  material  from 
the  project. 

These  projects  are  the  St.  Augustine  Harbor,  and  resulting  beach 
nourishment  of  St.  Augustine  Beach;  dredging  of  Fernandina  Har- 
bor and  the  resulting  beach  nourishment  at  Amelia  Island;  a  study 
and  operations  and  maintenance  funding  for  Jacksonville  Harbor; 
and  a  study  and  operations  and  maintenance  funding  for  Ponce  de 
Leon  Inlet.  All  of  these  navigation  projects  are  included  within  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

I  would  like  to  elaborate  on  a  few  of  these. 

The  St.  Augustine  Harbor  Navigation  Project  is  included  in  the 
Corps  budget  at  $4,000.  Now,  while  this  very  modest  amount  will 
keep  this  channel  clear  for  navigation,  I  am  really  concerned  that 
there  will  be  insufficient  funds  for  providing  the  much-needed 
beach  nourishment  with  this  dredge  material. 

This  clean  dredge  material  is  crucial  to  protecting  the  homes  on 
St.  Augustine  Beach.  There  has  been  severe  erosion  to  some  of 
these  homes,  we  are  going  to  lose  them.  So  an  increase  in  $800,000 
in  this  operating  and  maintenance  account  will  help  renourish  ap- 
proximately 2.3  miles  of  beach  which  have  been  lost  due  to  storm 
damage. 

Additionally,  I  am  requesting  $350,000  to  fund  a  general  reevalu- 
ation  report  for  a  more  comprehensive  approach  to  resolving  this 
severe  beach  erosion. 

Fernandina  Harbor  is  listed  in  the  Corps'  budget  as  an  oper- 
ations and  maintenance  project  and  is  funded  in  the  Corps'  budgets 
for  $1.6  million.  In  addition  to  providing  important  dredging,  this 
project  provides  sand  for  beach  nourishment  at  the  northern  end 
of  Fernandina  Beach. 

This  area  has  been  severely  impacted  by  beach  erosion  and  des- 
perately needs  this  dredged  material  as  beach  nourishment.  We 
have  some  condominiums  ready  to  fall  into  the  ocean. 

It  is  very  important  that  this  project  receive  full  cooperation  by 
the  Corps  with  the  affected  communities,  the  State  and  the  Navy 
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involved  in  the  dredging  and  the  placement  of  this  dredged  mate- 
rial. 

Another  project  I  support  is  the  Corps'  budget  proposal  to  dredge 
the  Jacksonville  Harbor  to  a  deeper  channel  depth.  Currently,  the 
depth  of  this  25-mile  long  channel  varies  from  30  to  38  feet,  this 
depth  restriction  precludes  modern  state-of-the-art  vessels  from 
loading  to  capacity,  thereby  adding  to  the  transportation  costs.  I 
support  the  Corp  of  Engineer's  budget  request  of  $414,000  for  fiscal 
year  1996  for  continuing  the  feasibility  study  on  this  project  and 
the  $4. 12  million  for  operations  and  maintenance. 

The  last  navigation  project  contained  within  the  Corps'  budget 
request  is  the  Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet  which  is  requested  at  $233,000 
for  a  navigation  study  and  $2.15  million  for  operations  and  mainte- 
nance. These  funds  will  address  the  migrating  channel  and  its  re- 
sulting deterioration  of  the  jetties  in  this  area. 

I  have  to  tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  additionally,  there  are  three 
navigation  projects  which  do  not  appear  in  the  Corps'  budget  but 
which  are  crucial  to  continued  navigation  and  property  protection 
in  my  district.  I  would  like  to  explain  those  to  you,  if  I  may. 

Some  are  in  an  area  called  Mill  Cove  in  Jacksonville,  whose  resi- 
dents are  plagued  by  severe  siltation  caused  in  part  by  the  con- 
struction of  a  weir  dam  by  the  Corps.  The  Corps  has  agreed  to  con- 
duct a  feasibility  study  regarding  construction  of  a  flow  channel  as 
part  of  the  Greater  Jacksonville  Harbor  Project  that  I  mentioned. 
However,  they  estimate  the  completion  time  as  57  months.  By  that 
point,  the  whole  area  could  be  silted  over  and  destroyed. 

I  am,  therefore,  requesting  a  separate  amounts  of  $1  million  in 
general  construction  funds  with  instructions  to  the  Corps  to  con- 
struct a  channel  to  restore  navigation  to  this  channel  before  we 
lose  it  totally. 

Chicopit  Bay  has  severe  shoaling  and  depths  of  as  little  as  one 
foot.  This  has  been  caused  in  part  by  maintenance  of  the  Federal 
channel  in  Jacksonville  Harbor.  I  request  there  be  report  language 
requiring  the  Corps  to  do  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  cause  of  this 
shoaling  and  that  the  committee  appropriate  $150,000  for  this  pur- 
pose. 

And  St.  Johns  Bluff  in  Jacksonville  sits  above  a  training  wall 
that  was  constructed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  back  in  1900.  This 
training  wall  is  being  undercut  by  the  strong  currents  generated  by 
the  deeper  Jacksonville  Harbor.  Every  time  they  deepen  the  har- 
bor, the  currents  are  undercutting  the  training  wall  they  con- 
structed. 

Homes  are  in  danger  of  falling  into  the  river  at  some  point  be- 
cause they  have  been  totally  undercut.  Additional  causes  are  the 
unregulated  speed  of  boats  in  this  area,  creating  greater  wakes  and 
the  southward  shifting  of  the  channel. 

The  deterioration  of  this  training  wall  causes  portions  of  the  bluff 
to  slough  off  into  the  channel.  The  Corps  has  included  funding  for 
repairing  this  training  wall  in  its  fiscal  year  1995  Maintenance  and 
Repair  Beyond  the  Ability  Account.  But  at  present,  there  are  no  fis- 
cal year  1995  funds  available.  And  again,  we  are  going  to  have  a 
problem  with  homes  falling  into  the  river  if  we  don't  get  this  ad- 
dressed. 
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So  I  am  requesting  $2.25  million  to  repair  this  training  wall  that 
was  built  by  the  Corps,  that  needs  to  be  repaired  by  the  Corps,  be- 
cause it  has  been  damaged  due  to  deepening  in  that  harbor. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Palm  Valley  Bridge  is  one  of  the  last 
remaining  Corps  of  Engineers  bridges  spanning  the  intercoastal 
waterway.  It  is  a  narrow  draw-bridge.  It  is  an  evacuation  route  for 
our  coastal  communities  along  the  beach  there. 

Unfortunately,  it  is  so  narrow  that  two  large  vehicles,  like  two 
school  buses,  cannot  pass  at  the  same  time  on  this  bridge.  One  has 
to  wait  while  the  other  goes  across.  This  forces  traffic  to  come  to 
a  halt  in  one  direction,  and  it  is  a  public  safety  issue  with  this 
bridge.  The  Corps  requires  $600,000  for  acquisition  of  land  to  begin 
the  construction  for  replacing  this  bridge  that  is  so  much  in  dire 
need  of  replacement. 

Those  are  the  projects  that  we  are  in  great  need  for  in  the 
Fourth  Congressional  District.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  giving  me 
the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you.  I  appreciate  your  consider- 
ation of  these  projects,  and  I  appreciate  the  work  you  did  with  me 
last  year  in  helping  us  in  this  area.  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  again  this  year  on  it. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  statement  of  Mrs.  Fowler  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  BY  CONGRESSWOMAN  TILLIE  K.  FOWLER 

IN  SUPPORT  OF  FY96  FUNDING  FOR 

THE  4TH  DISTRICT  OF  FLORIDA 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

MARCH  22, 1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  testify  today  in  support  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  funding  for  water 
resource  projects  in  Florida's  Fourth  Congressional  District. 

My  district  is  a  coastal  region  comprising  Nassau,  Duval,  St.  Johns, 
Flagler,  and  Volusia  counties,  with  over  100  miles  of  coastline  and  numerous 
ports,  channels  and  hartjors.  These  beaches,  ports,  channels,  and  harbors 
provide  avenues  of  commerce,  increased  defense  capability,  transportation 
routes,  fishing  livelihoods,  property  protection  and  countless  sources  of 
recreation.  They  are  a  vast  and  crucial  resource  for  my  district  and  their 
maintenance  and  protection  is  very  important. 

I  am  here  today  to  urge  funding  for  several  projects  in  my  district. 
These  include  several  navigation  projects  and  the  related  beach  nourishments 
that  can  occur  with  this  dredge  material.  These  projects  are:  dredging  of  St. 
Augustine  Harbor  and  the  resulting  beach  nourishment  at  St.  Augustine  Beach  ; 
dredging  of  Femandina  Harbor  and  the  resulting  beach  nourishment  at  Amelia 
Island;  a  study  and  operations  and  maintenance  funding  for  Jacksonville  HartDor; 
and  a  study  and  operations  and  maintenance  funding  for  Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet. 
All  of  these  navigation  projects  are  included  within  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
Budget  Request  for  FY96. 

The  St.  Augustine  Harbor  navigation  project  is  included  in  the  Corps 
budget  at  $4,000.  While  this  modest  amount  will  keep  this  channel  clear  for 
navigation,  I  am  concerned  that  there  will  be  insufficient  funds  for  providing  the 
much-needed  beach  nourishment  with  this  dredge  material.  This  clean  dredge 
material  is  crucial  to  protecting  homes  on  St.  Augustine  Beach.  A  small  increase 
of  $800,000  in  this  Operating  and  Maintenance  account  will  help  re-nourish 
approximately  2.3  miles  of  beach  which  have  been  lost  due  to  storm  damage. 
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Additionally,  I  am  requesting  $350,000  to  fund  a  General  Re-Evaluation  Report 
for  a  more  comprehensive  approach  to  resolving  this  severe  beach  erosion. 

Femandina  Harbor  is  listed  in  the  Corps  budget  as  an  operations  and 
maintenance  project  and  is  funded  in  the  Corps  budget  at  $1 .6  million.    In 
addition  to  providing  important  dredging,  this  project  provides  sand  for  beach 
nourishment  at  the  northern  end  of  Femandina  Beach.  This  area  has  been  very 
severely  impacted  by  beach  erosion  and  desperately  needs  this  dredged  material 
as  beach  nourishment.    It  is  very  important  that  this  project  receive  full 
cooperation  by  the  Corps  with  the  affected  communities,  the  state  and  the  Navy 
in  the  dredging  and  placement  of  this  dredged  material. 

Another  project  I  support  Is  the  Corp's  budget  proposal  to  dredge  the 
Jacksonville  Harbor  to  a  deeper  channel  depth.  Currently  the  depth  of  the  25 
mile  long  channel  varies  from  30  to  38  feet.  This  depth  restriction  precludes 
modem  state-of-the-art  vessels  from  loading  to  capacity,  thereby  adding  to 
transportation  costs.  I  support  the  Corps  budget  request  of  $414,000  for  FY96 
for  continuing  the  feasibility  study  on  this  project  and  $4.12  million  for  operations 
and  maintenance. 

The  last  navigation  project  contained  within  the  Corps  budget  request  is 
the  Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet  which  is  requested  at  $233,000  for  a  navigation  study 
and  $2.15  million  for  operations  and  maintenance.  These  funds  will  address  the 
migrating  channel  and  its  resulting  deterioration  of  the  jetties  in  this  area. 

Additionally  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  three  navigation  projects  which  do 
not  appear  In  the  Corps  budget  but  which  are  crucial  to  continued  navigation  and 
property  protection  in  my  district. 

*  Mill  Cove  residents  are  plagued  by  severe  siltation  caused  in  part  by  the 
constmction  of  a  weir  dam  by  the  Corps.  The  Corps  has  agreed  to  conduct  a 
feasibility  study  regarding  construction  of  a  flow  channel  as  part  of  the  greater 
Jacksonville  Hart)or  project.  However,  the  estimated  completion  time  is  57 
months.  By  that  point,  this  area  may  be  completely  silted  over  and  destroyed.  I 
am  therefore  requesting  a  separate  amount  of  $1  million  in  general  construction 
funds  with  instructions  to  the  Corps  to  construct  a  channel  to  restore  navigation 
to  this  channel. 

*  Chicopit  Bay  has  severe  shoaling  and  depths  of  as  little  as  one  foot. 
This  has  been  caused  in  part  by  maintenance  of  the  federal  channel  in 
Jacksonville  Hartaor.  t  would  request  that  report  language  require  the  Corps  to 
do  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  cause  of  this  shoaling  and  that  the  Committee 
appropriate  $150,000  for  this  purpose. 

*  St.  Johns  Bluff  sits  above  a  training  wall  constmcted  in  1900  by  the 
Corps.  This  training  wall  is  being  severely  undercut  with  strong  cun-ents 
generated  by  the  deeper  Jacksonville  Hartrar  and  endangering  several  homes. 
Additional  causes  are  the  unregulated  speed  of  boats  in  this  area  creating 
greater  wakes  and  the  southward  shifting  of  the  channel  itself. 
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The  deterioration  of  this  training  wall  causes  portions  of  the  bluff  to 
slough  off  into  the  channel  thereby  increasing  shoaling,  in^pairing  navigation  and 
ultimately  costing  more  funds  in  dredging  the  navigation  channel.  The  Corps  has 
included  funding  for  repairing  this  training  wall  in  its  FY95  Maintenance  and 
Repair  Beyond  the  Ability  account.  At  present,  there  are  no  FY95  funds 
available.  I  am  requesting  $2.25  million  to  repair  this  wall. 

Finally  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Palm  Valley  Bridge  is  one  of  the  last  remaining 
Corps  of  Engineers  bridges  spanning  the  Intercoastal  Watenway.  This  nan-ow 
draw-bridge  is  an  evacuation  route  for  coastal  communities.  Unfortunately,  it  is 
so  narrow  that  two  large  vehicles,  such  as  school  buses,  cannot  travel  past  each 
other  in  opposite  directions.  This  forces  traffic  to  come  to  a  halt  in  one  direction 
while  these  larger  vehicles  take  turns  using  the  nan-ow  lane.  The  Corps  requires 
$600,000  for  acquisition  of  land  to  begin  this  construction. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  subcommittee  this 
moming.    I  deeply  appreciate  your  consideration  of  these  worthwhile  projects  in 
your  deliberations. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Tillie. 

Are  the  communities  aware  of  the  new  criteria  proposed  by  the 
administration? 

Mrs.  Fowler.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Florida  delegation  at  my 
instigation  have  drafted  a  letter,  and  all  of  the  Members  of  the  del- 
egation are  signing  it,  expressing  our  great  concern  with  this  pro- 
posal and  the  fact  that  it  is  not  going  in  the  right  direction.  Our 
beach  is  a  national  asset  and  we  need  to  be  sure  we  stay  involved 
with  beach  erosion. 

Mr.  Foley.  The  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Committee,  Mr. 
Mica. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  com- 
mittee. I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  say  a  few  words  on  behalf 
of  a  couple  of  projects.  I  have  lived  in  Florida  since  1956,  and  was 
raised  in  South  Florida.  And  I  saw  the  degradation  of  the  Ever- 
glades and  some  of  the  other  water  bodies  north  of  Miami,  and  ad- 
jacent to  Miami,  and  south  of  Orlando. 

I  represent  the  area  between  Orlando  and  Daytona  Beach.  And 
this  is  an  area  that  is  probability  one  of  the  last  pristine  areas  in 
the  United  States.  It  is  known  as  the  St.  Johns  River  Basin.  And 
what  I  really  would  like  to  see  us  do,  and  propose  here  today,  is 
I  get  continued  support.  And  I  thank  you  for  your  support  in  the 
past,  for  restoration  of  the  St.  Johns  River  Water  Basin. 

Right  now,  we  are  considering,  and  we  have  spent  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  on  the  Everglades,  on  the  Kissimmee  River  and 
other  man-made  water  projects,  and  I  am  telling  you  we  have  got 
one  last  chance  in  the  next  few  years  to  save  the  St.  Johns  River 
Basin  and  restore  it,  the  water,  to  its  natural  flow. 

To  accomplish  that,  we  are  asking  for  almost  $5.5  million  for  res- 
toration to  alleviate  flood  damage,  improve  water  quality  and  help 
maintain  water  levels  during  drought  periods,  and  a  $600,000  re- 
quest for  a  study  to  evaluate  water  quality  problems  and  prevent 
future  problems  from  developing.  This  is  probably  the  best  money 
this  committee  will  ever  spend. 

I  brought  this  little  photograph  here.  It  is  actually  a  big  one.  And 
this  is  of  the  St.  Johns  River  Area.  You  can  see  how  natural  this 
area  is,  and  how  beautiful  it  is. 

And  I  am  telling  you  that  this  small  amount  of  money  will  go  a 
long  way  to  preserve  this,  in  20  and  30  years  from  now,  when  most 
of  us  aren't  even  around  here,  we  will  have  done  a  great  deal 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill  will  be. 

Mr.  Mica.  Well,  I  won't  be  here.  John  will  be  here. 

We  will  have  really,  for  very  few  dollars,  taken  steps  to  preserve 
this,  not  make  the  mistakes  that  we  made  in  South  Florida  or  in 
other  parts  of  the  country. 

So  this  is  a  little  bit  of  a  contribution  to  preventive  measures 
that  need  to  be  taken. 

In  the  other  committee,  I  am  asking  for  about  $15  million  to  ac- 
quire the  last  stretch  of  17  now  acres  that  will  connect  the  Ocala 
National  Forest  with  State  and  local  acquired  lands  and  protect  all 
this  area,  this  is  along  the  St.  Johns  River,  from  future  develop- 
ment, so  they  won't  be  here  testifying  asking  for  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  to  correct  situations  from  agriculture,  development, 
and  other  things. 
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So  again,  with  those  comments,  I  appreciate  your  consideration 
of  this  request. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Mica  follows:] 
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Statement  by  Congressman  John  L.  Mica 
In  Support  of  Florida  Day 

Before  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Energy  and  Water 

March  22, 1995 


FY96  funding  requests  for  water  resource  projects: 


Upper  St.  Johns  River  $5,453,000 

This  restoration  project  will  alleviate  flood  damage,  improve  water  quality  and 
help  maintain  water  levels  during  drought  periods. 


St.  Johns  River  Basin  $600,000 

A  study  is  required  to  evaluate  water  quality  problems  and  prevent  fixture  problems 
fi-om  developing. 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity 
to  testify  in  support  of  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  fimding  for  water  resource  projects  in  the 
State  of  Florida  and  the  Florida  Seventh  Congressional  District. 

Today  I  would  like  to  offer  my  support  for  projects  which  involve  the  Upper  St. 
Johns  River  Basin  and  St.  Johns  River  Basin  Water  Quality  Management.  These 
important  and  vital  projects  impact  the  counties  in  my  district  as  well  as  other  counties 
throughout  the  entire  State. 

1  would  like  to  begin  with  the  Upper  St.  Johns  River  Basin,  which  lies  within  the 
boundaries  of  eight  counties  in  the  east-central  region  of  Florida.  This  region  ranges 
from  the  Sunshine  State  Parkway  on  the  south  to  Lake  Harney  on  the  north,  and  from  the 
coastal  ridge  on  the  east  to  the  drainage  divide  on  the  west  between  the  Kissimmee  and 
the  Upper  St.  Johns  Rivers. 

Past  drainage  alterations  conducted  for  agriculture  purposes  have  destroyed  vast 
marshlands  and  spoiled  the  quantity  and  quality  of  freshwater  discharge  to  the  Indian 
River  estuary.  In  addition,  the  man-made  changes  in  the  hydrological  cycle  have  caused 
increased  flood  levels  during  periods  of  high  rainfall  and  severe  droughts  during  periods 
of  low  rainfall.  These  pernicious  conditions  clearly  have  a  life-threatening  effect  on  the 
local  communities. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  offer  my  support  for  a  continuing  restoration  project  that  is 
alleviating  these  drainage  problems  and  restoring  the  hydrological  cycle  of  the  Upper  St. 
Johns  River  Basin.  Restoration  activities  have  encompassed  over  2,000  square  miles  of 
the  Upper  St.  Johns  River  Basin;  retention  areas  have  been  built,  man-made  drainage 
systems  are  being  altered,  and  floodplain  marshlands  will  be  created  and  preserved.  The 
General  Design  Memorandum  and  several  detailed  designs  have  been  approved  and 
project  construction  is  about  75%  complete. 

The  retention  areas  and  flood  plains  should  decrease  the  flood  damage,  improve 
water  quality  (by  entrapping  sediments  and  nutrients),  and  help  maintain  water  levels 
during  drought  periods.  The  subsequent  reduction  in  low  water  levels  will  also  alleviate 
water  shortages  now  experienced  by  local  governments  and  agricultxiral  interests  that 
depend  on  the  Upper  St.  Johns  River  for  a  water  source. 

The  cost  needed  to  restore  the  Upper  St.  Johns  River  Basin  is  S5.453.000. 
Since  the  Upper  St.  Johns  River  Basin  is  part  of  the  comprehensive  Central  and  South 
Florida  Flood  Control  Project  (C&SFFCP),  this  fimding  is  a  cost  figure  that  is  included  in 
the  total  fimding  request  for  the  C&SFFCP. 


510 


The  other  project  for  which  I  ask  the  Subcommittee's  support  is  the  St.  Johns  River 
Basin  Water  Quality  Management  Project  which  spans  a  12-county  area  in  east  and 
central  Florida. 

The  St.  Johns  River  has  experienced  many  water  quality  problems,  as  evidenced 
by  fish  kills,  algae  blooms,  and  water  quality  monitoring  at  selected  sites.  Development 
and  implementation  of  a  comprehensive  water  quality  management  plan  is  needed  to 
rectify  historical  problems  and  prevent  future  problems  from  developing  in  rapidly 
growing  areas  of  the  river  basin  south  of  Jacksonville.  Improved  water  quality  will 
provide  significant  benefits  to  regional  economics,  aesthetics,  recreational  opportunities, 
and  commercial  and  sport  fisheries. 

A  water  quality  study  was  authorized  by  the  1984  Public  Works  appropriations  bill 
which  directed  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  develop  an  interim  water  quality  management 
plan  for  the  St.  Johns  River  Basin.  I  would  like  to  offer  my  support  for  continuing  this 
study  in  conjunction  with  efforts  to  implement  a  Surface  Water  Improvement  and 
Management  Plan. 

Continuation  of  the  study  will  be  a  cooperative  effort  between  the  Coips  and  the 
St.  Johns  River  Water  Management  District,  with  efforts  designed  to  complement  and  not 
duplicate  existing  study  and  planning  initiatives.  The  study  will  eventually  develop  water 
quality  goals  for  the  basin,  establish  a  monitoring  program  to  oversee  levels  of  progress, 
and  recommend  specific  actions  that  should  be  taken  to  ensure  that  goals  are  met. 

The  requested  funding  for  this  study  is  $600.000  and  I  urge  the  Subcommittee 
to  fully  support  this  project. 


I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  their  time  and  consideration  of  these 
important  projects. 


511 

Mr.  Foley.  I  would  next  like  to  recognize  Mr.  Deutsch. 

Mr.  Deutsch.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  the  committee  and  the  former  Chair- 
man as  well  for  the  work  you  are  doing,  and  specifically  the  work 
that  you  have  done  in  south  Florida.  My  district  goes  from  Palm 
Beach  to  Key  West.  I  represent  physically  most  of  the  Everglades 
area. 

And  this  committee  and  this  Congress  and  this  country  have  rec- 
ognized Everglades  restoration  as  a  national  issue.  It  just  so  hap- 
pens today,  at  an  opportune  time,  today's  Washington  Post  has  an 
Everglades  story.  In  the  last  six  months,  there  have  been  a  number 
of  front-page  stories  in  a  number  of  national  papers  about  the  work 
that  is  going  on  in  the  Everglades  for  Everglades  restoration. 

It  truly  is  a  success  story.  I  guess  the  good  news,  in  a  sense,  is 
it  has  been  a  bipartisan  success  story  for  decades  and,  hopefully, 
will  continue  to  be  a  bipartisan  success  story  for  future  decades. 

One  of  the  things  in  terms  of  the  Florida  delegation  is  that  there 
has  been  unanimous  support  for  these  efforts.  We  just  had  a  dele- 
gation meeting  where  Secretary  Babbitt  spoke  to  us  and  really  sort 
of  reiterated  the  unanimous  support  that  we  have  had. 

As  you  are  very  well  aware,  there  are  a  number  of  specific 
projects  that  this  subcommittee  has  jurisdiction  over  that  you  have 
supported  and,  hopefully,  will  continue,  that  are  critical  to  this  res- 
toration effort. 

It  has  been  characterized  as  one  of  the — probably  one  or  two  eco- 
system restoration  areas  in  the  entire  country  in  terms  of 
prioritizing. 

The  C-111  South  Dade  Project,  some  of  these  things  are  not 
clearly  in  my  district,  but  they  affect  the  area.  The  Kissimmee 
River  Basin  is  actually  several  hundred  miles  from  my  district,  but 
clearly  an  effort  that  without  it,  the  entire  Everglades  Project  will 
suffer  degradation,  not  just  the  Everglades,  but  Florida  Bay  as 
well,  which  truly  is  a  crown  jewel  of  this  country. 

The  Florida  Bay,  essentially  98  percent  of  Florida  Bay  is  within 
the  Everglades  National  Park,  and  as  stewards  of  it,  as  Members 
of  Congress,  as  Americans,  we  have  made  an  investment  to  assure 
its  integrity.  We  can  articulate  positive  changes  in  the  last  several 
years,  and  I  just  hope  that  in  the  wisdom  of  this  committee,  we  do 
not  go  back  on  those  changes  that  we  have  made. 

And  that  would  really  be  my  hope,  and  my  urging  to  this  com- 
mittee. I  will  be  happy  to  answer  questions,  and  I  doubt  you  have 
any. 

I  also  have  some  testimony  just  to  submit  to  the  record. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Deutsch  follows:] 


IMrTTEE  ON  COMMERCE 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE 
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TESTIMONY  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  PETER  DEUTSCH 
lo^a'S'ugatIon  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  &  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

March  22,  1995 

Chairman  Myers  and  members  of  the  committee,  thank  you  for 
this  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Subcommittee.   I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  to 
discuss  Florida's  public  works  program. 

Of  the  many  projects  you  will  be  considering  this  year,  I 
urge  the  committee  to  favorably  consider  Florida's  FY  1996  public 
works  program.   The  Florida  Everglades  is  increasingly  recognized 
as  the  foremost  large-scale  environmental  problem  in  the  entire 
United  States.   Without  strong  support  from  Congress,  the 
Everglades  will  continue  to  die,  adding  to  its  long  list  of 
endangered  species  and  threatening  South  Florida's  economy. 

In  its  natural  state,  the  Everglades  ecosystem  relied  on  the 
gradual  flow  of  water  from  the  Klsslmmee  River  near  Orlando, 
through  lake  Okeechobee  and  south  through  the  Shark  River  and 
Taylor  Sloughs  to  Florida  Bay.   Today  the  flow  of  water  is 
controlled  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Central  and  Southern 
Florida  Project. 

The  Central  and  Southern  Florida  Project  (C&SF)  is  a  system 
of  water  control  works  spanning  some  16,000  square  miles  from 
Orlando  to  the  Southern  tip  of  Florida.   This  system,  originally 
authorized  by  Congress  in  1947,  includes  an  extensive  network  of 
canals  and  water  control  structures.   The  system  is  designed  to 
provide  flood  control  and  regulate  water  delivery  to  Everglades 
National  Park. 

While  altering  the  natural  flow  of  water  in  the  Everglades 
has  allowed  us  to  accommodate  such  human  needs  as  agriculture  and 
flood  control,  this  redistribution  has  taken  a  tremendous  toll  on 
the  environment.   Today,  the  Everglades  is  less  than  half  its 
original  size,  with  approximately  thirty-three  endangered  or 
threatened  species.   Everglades  National  Park  is  suffering  from 
reduced  water  flows  and  an  Imbalance  of  nutrients  in  the  water 
that  does  reach  the  park.   It  is  Important  to  emphasize,  however, 
that  a  sustainable  South  Florida  ecosystem  is  directly  related  to 
ensuring  safe  and  reliable  water  supplies. 

Restricted  and  diverted  water  flows  has  also  damaged  Florida 


513 


Bay,  the  terminus  of  the  Everglades  River  of  Grass.   Once  a 
premier  sport  and  commercial  fishery,  the  Bay  is  choking  by  algae 
blooms  and  a  continually  expanding  dead  zone.   Florida  Bay's 
unnaturally  warm  and  salty  water  continues  to  endanger  North 
America's  only  living  coral  reef,  located  just  off  the  Florida 
Keys.   The  Bay's  rapid  deterioration  is  not  just  an  environmental 
crisis,  but  it  threatens  the  tourism-based  economy  of  Monroe 
County. 

Indeed,  I  want  to  emphasize  the  economic  importance  of  the 
Restoration  Initiative.   According  to  a  recent  study  by  the 
Congressional  Research  Service,  continued  ecological  degradation 
could  cause  the  loss  of  five  thousand  jobs  and  $75  million  in 
personal  income. 

Yet  I  am  happy  to  report  that  significant  progress  is  being 
made.   To  restore  the  Everglades  ecosystem,  the  Corps  has 
undertaken  efforts  to  redesign  the  water  delivery  systems  of  the 
Central  and  South  Florida  Project.   Many  of  these  projects  are 
already  underway,  while  still  others  are  being  studied. 

Recognizing  its  importance,  the  Administration  has  placed 
the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative  among  its 
"priority  investments"  for  FY '96.   Our  historical  success  in 
Congress  and  with  the  Administration  is  due  in  large  part  to 
strong  bipartisan  support,  which  is  clearly  represented  in  the 
testimony  you  are  hearing  today.   I  also  want  to  emphasize  that 
while  the  federal  government  continues  its  significant 
commitment,  approximately  fifty  percent  of  the  total  investment 
is  borne  by  the  state,  local  governments,  and  private  entities. 

By  funding  Army  Corps'  restoration  projects.  Congress  will 
promote  existing  state  and  federal  partnerships  and  serve  a  vital 
role  in  allowing  this  process  to  continue.   I  would  like  to 
highlight  certain  selected  projects  that  are  critical  to  the 
South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative: 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTH  FLORIDA  PROJECT 

C&SF  COMPREHENSIVE  REVIEW  STUDY 

Authorized  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992, 
the  CiSF  Review  Study  reexamines  the  CSSF  in  order  to  determine 
the  feasibility  of  structural  or  operational  changes  to  the 
project  to  fulfill  its  multiple  purposes,  which  include  flood 
protection,  maintaining  water  supplies,  protection  of  water 
quality,  and  environmental  enhancement.   Accordingly,  the  CSSF 
review  study  provides  the  critical  road  map  for  addressing  the 
multiple  use  objectives  and  conflicts  caused  by  the  competition 
for  water  resources.   A  Reconnaissance  Report  was  completed  in 
November  1994,  which  recommends  six  potential  feasibility 
studies.   We  support  a  funding  request  of  $1,000,000.   I  also 
want  to  emphasize  that  all  future  feasibility  studies  will  be 


514 


cost  shared  with  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District 
(SFWHD)  on  a  50/50  basis. 

C-1 11 /SOUTH  DADE  PROJECT 

Canal  111  is  part  of  the  South  Dade  County  portion  of  the 
CSSF  project,  and  serves  two,  often  conflicting  purposes.  —  It 
removes  excess  water  for  agricultural  flood  protection,  and  it 
provides  water  deliveries  to  Everglades  National  Park.   To  help 
resolve  these  often  conflicting  purposes,  a  C-111  reevaluation 
report  with  integrated  environmental  impact  statement  was 
developed  and  finally  approved  on  July  1,  1994.   It  provides  a 
plan  for  modifications  to  the  existing  water  management  system 
that  will  restore  historic  freshwater  flows  in  the  Taylor  Slough 
and  Eastern  Panhandle  areas  of  Everglades  National  Park,  which  s 
expected  to  help  reverse  the  current  deterioration  of  Florida 
Bay.   Existing  flood  protection  will  be  maintained  for  developed 
lands  east  of  canals  L-31N  and  C-111.   In  addition  to  this 
progress,  the  project  cooperation  agreement  was  signed  on 
January  13,  1995,  with  the  SFVIMD.   Fulfilling  our  $1,000,000 
request  will  provide  adequate  resources  for  this  most  important 
project. 

C-51  WEST  IMPROVEMENTS  PROJECT 

We  are  requesting  $1,500,000  for  continued  improvements  to 
the  C-51  West  Palm  Beach  Canal.   This  project  calls  for 
construction  of  five  storm  water  treatment  areas.   Marsh 
vegetation  in  these  treatment  areas  will  be  used  to  filter 
agricultural  floodwaters  before  they  are  discharged  to  the 
Everglades.   The  C-51  project  is  an  integral  part  of  a  technical 
plan  produced  from  negotiations  with  the  agricultural  community, 
and  it  ranks  high  among  Administration  priorities.   Continued 
funding  for  this  project  will  not  only  provide  flood  control  and 
water  supply  benefits,  but  also  water  quality  improvement 
benefits. 

MODIFIED  WATER  DELIVERY  TO  EVERGLADES  NATIONAL  PARK 

We  also  request  that  the  committee  favorably  consider  two 
concurrent  efforts  directed  at  improving  water  deliveries  to  the 
Everglades  National  Park  (ENP) .   The  Everglades  National  Park 
Protection  and  Expansion  Act  authorizes  structural  and 
operational  modifications  to  the  CSSF  project  to  restore  natural 
hydrologic  conditions  and  enhance  the  natural  resources  of  the 
Shark  River  Slough.   While  this  project  is  funded  through  the 
National  Park  Service  in  conjunction  with  the  Corps,  we  urge 
members  of  the  committee  to  support  a  request  of  $7,500,000. 

KISSIMMEE  RIVER 

The  Kissimmee  River  project  is  critical  to  the  restoration 
of  the  natural  water  flows  through  the  Everglades  and  into 
Florida  Bay.   The  Kissimmee  River  is  the  headwater  of  the 
Everglades  ecosystem,  but  flood  control  efforts  have  diverted 
much  of  the  water  which  previously  flowed  into  the  Everglades. 
In  1992,  Congress  authorized  the  Kissimmee  River  Restoration 
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Project,  which  will  help  restore  the  original  flow  by  backfilling 
portions  of  the  river  which  were  previously  straightened. 
Construction  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  the  summer  of  1996,  and  the 
first  phase  of  backfilling  in  1997.   We  support  a  $20,000,000 
request  for  this  important  project. 

AQUATIC  PLANT  MANAGEMENT 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  COST-SHARE  PROGRAM 

While  the  proposed  FY'96  budget  continues  the  strong  federal 
commitment  to  the  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration  Initiative, 
the  Administration  recommends  eliminating  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
aquatic  plant  management  cost-share  program  with  the  states.   At 
a  time  when  many  states,  including  Florida,  are  experiencing 
surges  in  growth  of  invasive  exotic  plant  species,  this  proposal 
may  be  penny  wise,  but  is  clearly  pound  foolish.   I  know  the 
committee  has  heard  from  the  State  of  Florida  and  my  colleagues 
on  this  issue,  so  let  me  just  emphasize  that  each  fifty  cents 
paid  containing  or  eradicating  new  hydrilla  infestations  saves 
more  than  $100  in  new  management  costs  if  hydrilla  grows  out  of 
control  later. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  cost-share  program  is  relatively 
small  —  capped  at  $12,000,000  in  annual  expenditures.   However, 
control-oriented  research,  program  development  and  funding 
assistance  provided  by  the  Corps  saves  billions  of  dollars  in 
management  costs  and  lost  income  each  year.   Approximately 
$18,000,000  in  combined  federal/state  funds  is  needed  to  manage 
hydrilla  and  waterhyacinth  in  all  of  Florida's  navigable  waters. 
Accordingly,  I  join  with  my  colleagues  and  Governor  Chiles  in 
urging  the  committee  to  recommend  the  restoration  of  the  Corps' 
$12,000,000  cost-share  fund  for  aquatic  plant  management. 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  AQUATIC  PLANT  RESEARCH 

Although  the  projects  discussed  thus  far  are  funded  through 
the  Jacksonville  District  Corps  of  Engineers,  I  also  want  to 
emphasize  the  need  for  continued  aquatic  plant  research  conducted 
through  the  Vicksburg  Waterways  Experiment  Station  —  The  Center 
for  Applied  Plant  Research  and  Technology.   The  Waterways 
Experiment  Station  provides  funding  assistance  to  the  Cooperative 
Institute  for  Ecosystem  Management  at  the  Rosenstiel  School  of 
Marine  and  Atmospheric  Science.   The  project's  research  seeks  to 
advance  the  scientific  understanding  of  aquatic  plants  and 
aquatic  ecosystems  in  relation  to  human  activities,  to  study 
ecological  issues  in  the  context  of  applied  problems,  and  to 
provide  a  risk  assessment  framework  and  policy-relevant  input  to 
the  decision-making  process.   In  effect,  this  aquatic  plant 
research  develops  cost-effective  innovations  to  meet  Florida's 
unique  environmental  and  navigational  needs.   The  committee's 
favorable  consideration  of  a  $5,000,000  request  will  provide 
adequate  funding  for  the  much  needed  research  side  of  aquatic 
plant  management. 
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BEACH  NOURISHMENT 

I  also  want  to  express  my  concern  for  a  proposal  in  the 
Administration's  FY '96  budget  requesting  legislation  to  eliminate 
federal  financial  participation  in  certain  water  projects.   These 
include  shore  erosion  control,  hurricane  and  storm  damage 
reduction,  flood  control  projects  which  are  not  considered  to  be 
of  "national  significance,"  and  all  beach  nourishment  projects 
nationwide.   Beach  nourishment  is  of  particular  concern  to  me, 
for  the  financial  burden  on  Florida  and  local  governments  would 
increase  dramatically  if  federal  participation  is  eliminated  or 
significantly  reduced.   Beach  nourishment  programs  are  vital  to 
providing  storm  protection  to  life,  property  and  infrastructure 
and  to  reinforcing  the  foundation  of  our  economy,  by  ensuring 
adequate  recreational  beach  space  for  residents  and  tourists. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  and  the  committee  for  your  time 
and  your  consideration  of  these  important  requests. 
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Mr.  Foley.  Do  you  have  any  questions  for  Mr.  Mica  before  I 
begin  mine,  so  he  can 

Mr.  Myers.  No,  I  think  we  understand  the  St.  Johns. 

One  issue  about  the  Everglades,  what  have  you  done  about  that 
aquatic  plant?  I  forgot  the  name  of  it. 

Mr.  Deutsch.  It  is  funny,  that  was  the  next  thing  I  was  going 
to  talk  about.  I  didn't  want  to  monopolize  our  time.  This  commit- 
tee, also,  as  you  are  well  aware,  has  been  very  supportive  of  deal- 
ing with  the  exotic  plant,  Melaleuca.  This  committee  specifically 
funded  efforts,  and  there  has  been  positive  results. 

The  restoration  of  $12  million  funding,  the  analysis  that  for 
every  50  cents  invested  for  plant  control  saves  more  than  $100  in 
management  costs  down  the  road.  That  is  a  specific  issue.  Again, 
it  was  the  next  thing  I  was  going  to  talk  about,  but  I  didn't  want 
to  really  monopolize  your  time. 

But  you  are  absolutely  correct,  and  I  appreciate  the  Chairman 
bringing  that  up.  It  is  an  area  where  it  is  an  appropriate  role  for 
the  Federal  Government.  It  is  money  very,  very  wisely  spent. 

You  are  familiar  with  the  problem.  It  is  a  non-native  species. 
And  we  are  continuing  to  see  positive  results.  It  is  a  very  difficult 
issue.  It  is  an  investment  of  time  and  money  to  stop  the  spread  of 
Melaleuca.  But  I  see  a  path  to  success.  Not  just  I,  but  there  is  a 
path  to  success,  this  Congress,  your  committee  has  been  intricately 
involved  in,  has  put  us  in  the  right  direction.  My  concern  is  today, 
just  don't  leave  that  direction. 

Obviously,  with  the  dynamics  with  the  change  in  the  Congress 
and  the  change  in  the  Budget  Committee  and  changes  in  targets 
for  appropriations,  I  just  think  there  is  going  to  be  more  pressure 
on  all  these  type  issues. 

I  just  would  add  that  we  have  had  success,  this  is  an  area  where 
we  have  made  major,  major  dollar  impacts.  I  just  can't  reiterate 
that  you  know  probably  as  much  as  I  do.  Members  of  the  commit- 
tee, maybe  even  more,  because  you  worked  on  it  longer  than  I 
have,  of  the  value  and  the  appropriate  role  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Everglades,  of  course,  is  one  that  this  committee  has  always 
taken  a  great  deal  of  interest  in.  I  am  glad  to  hear  your  report  that 
it  is  on  the  right  track  in  trying  to  get  it  back.  You  know,  nature 
is  a  great  example  of  nature  being  upset  in  the  past  by  us,  I  guess, 
the  country,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  those  who  participate  in 
it. 

But  I  am  glad  to  hear  that.  And  I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  be 
able  to  keep  it  on  track  with  the  proper  funding. 

Mr.  Deutsch.  It  is  an  environmental — again,  it  is  an  environ- 
mental tragedy  in  the  past,  but  a  environmental  success  story  in 
the  present.  It  really  is  a  bipartisan  thing,  completely,  and  I  hope 
we  are  able  to  continue  in  that  effort. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  am  hoping  that  we  can  take  care  of  the  St.  Johns 
River,  because  that  is  where  I  caught  the  most  fish  I  ever  caught. 

Mr.  Mica.  We  want  you  to  continue  to  catch  fish  there. 
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Incidentally,  I  will  extend  an  invitation  to  each  of  the  Members 
of  the  subcommittee  and  the  staff  to  come  down  and  visit  the  St. 
Johns  area,  if  you  get  an  opportunity,  because  it  is  something  that 
we  need  to  take  action  on. 

It  is  so  cost  effective,  what  you  will  do  here  will  just  be  so  posi- 
tive for  the  future  of  that  area.  And  then  we  will  avoid  the  correc- 
tive measures  that  cost  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  that  we 
have  had  to  see  in  other  parts,  not  just  of  Florida,  but  around  the 
country. 

But  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  is  the  alligator  situation  in  St.  John? 

Mr.  Mica.  We  have  plenty  of  alligators.  In  fact,  my  former  part- 
ner won  a  lottery  to  go  out — they  allow  hunting  of  them  now. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  know  you  have  a  lot  of  them  in  the  Everglades. 

Mr.  Mica.  When  you  come  down,  we  have  tasty  alligator 

Mr.  Bevill.  No  thank  you. 

Mr.  Mica.  Alligator  tail.  It  is  delicious.  You  will  never  go  back 
to  chicken. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  never  started. 

Thank  you,  guys. 

Mr.  Foley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  providing  me  the  op- 
portunity to  come  before  the  subcommittee  today.  My  testimony 
today  will  focus  on  three  projects  of  critical  importance  to  the  16th 
Congressional  District  of  Florida:  improving  the  St.  Lucie  Inlet,  re- 
storing beaches  in  Martin  County,  and  modifying  the  Fort  Pierce 
Harbor. 

The  St.  Lucie  Inlet,  located  in  Martin  County,  Florida,  has  be- 
come a  navigational  nightmare  for  boaters  in  the  area.  The  poor 
design  of  the  St.  Lucie  Inlet  has  clogged  the  channel  with  sand  that 
cannot  make  it  south  to  the  beaches  along  Jupiter  Island.  As  a  re- 
sult, the  inlet  has  become  critically  dangerous  to  enter  and  the 
beaches  to  the  south  are  rapidly  eroding. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  conducted  emergency  dredging  in 
December  1994  in  the  inlet.  However,  the  project  ended  pre- 
maturely due  to  severe  weather. 

During  the  emergency  maintenance,  approximately  50,000  cubic 
yards  of  material  was  removed,  and  an  alternate  access  channel, 
250  feet  wide  and  8  feet  deep  was  created.  Today,  the  main  channel 
is  still  clogged  and  the  alternate  channel  is  experiencing  severe 
shoaling.  The  Corps  surveyed  the  alternative  channel  again  in  Feb- 
ruary finding  that  the  shoaling  had  diminished  it  to  only  80  feet 
wide. 

In  response  to  these  treacherous  conditions,  the  Coast  Guard  has 
removed  the  navigational  markers  from  the  channel.  This  situation 
has  created  a  dangerous  predicament  for  even  the  most  experi- 
enced boaters  who  refuse  to  risk  grounding  their  boats  in  these  wa- 
ters. Therefore,  the  only  alternative  for  boaters  is  to  travel  an  addi- 
tional 25  miles  to  the  next  nearest  navigable  inlet. 

The  Florida  Shore  and  Beach  Preservation  Association  stated  in 
their  December  1992  newsletter  that,  "the  adverse  effect  of  the  St. 
Lucie  Inlet  on  the  downdrift  (southern)  shoreline  is  more  severe 
than  any  other  in  the  State."  The  Corps  has  requested  $400,000  for 
the  planning  and  design  of  this  project,  and  $85,000  for  operation 
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and  maintenance.  I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  favorably  consider 
this  request. 

Next,  I  would  like  to  discuss  Martin  County,  Florida,  which  lies 
between  the  banks  of  Lake  Okeechobee  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 
Unfortunately,  the  distance  between  these  two  bodies  of  water  con- 
tinues to  diminish,  as  more  and  more  of  Martin  County's  beaches 
fall  into  the  ocean  every  day. 

Today,  beach  erosion  seriously  threatens  the  county  shoreline 
throughout  the  entire  project  area.  Waves  often  break  upon  the 
foundations  of  homes,  businesses,  recreation  areas  and  hotels, 
many  of  which  attract  tourists  and  seasonable  residents  to  the  com- 
munity. As  the  beaches  shrink,  so  do  the  tax  and  tourist  revenues 
of  cities  along  the  shore.  If  this  problem  is  not  remedied,  residents 
will  be  forced  to  leave  and  the  entire  county  will  suffer  the  effects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  impressed  by  the  dedication  of  the 
local  sponsor  and  shoreline  residents  to  solving  this  problem.  In 
fact,  the  beachfront  residents  requested  from  the  Martin  County 
Commission  that  they  be  taxed  to  generate  revenue  for  the  non- 
Federal  share  of  the  project's  cost.  As  a  result,  a  special  assessment 
property  tax  was  implemented  over  the  last  two  years,  raising  ap- 
proximately 47  percent  of  the  county's  total  share  of  the  project's 
cost. 

A  small  amount  of  construction  funds  was  appropriated  last  year. 
However,  the  Corps  budget  request  of  $3.2  million  for  fiscal  year 
1996  is  needed  to  complete  the  construction.  I  want  to  emphasize 
that  all  of  the  necessary  paperwork  has  been  completed  and  the 
Corps  is  ready  to  begin  construction  as  soon  as  they  receive  fund- 
ing. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  discuss  the  Fort  Pierce  Harbor.  The 
Corps  has  requested  $2.59  million  to  deepen  and  widen  the  Fort 
Pierce  Inlet  and  Harbor.  This  is  a  very  important  project  which  will 
offer  safer  and  more  economical  access  to  the  harbor,  allowing 
ships  to  carry  greater  loads  with  less  chance  of  grounding.  Addi- 
tionally, the  State  of  Florida  has  requested  $148,000  for  the  Fort 
Pierce  Beach  Shore  Protection  Project  to  renourish  2.3  miles  of 
beach  south  of  the  Fort  Pierce  Inlet. 

St.  Lucie  County,  in  which  the  Fort  Pierce  inlet  is  located,  has 
been  working  in  a  partnership  with  the  State  of  Florida  and  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  since  the  1960s  to  restore  and  maintain 
the  beach.  As  a  direct  result  of  the  Fort  Pierce  Harbor  Federal 
project,  beach  erosion  has  severely  diminished  the  shoreline  at 
least  2.3  miles  south  of  the  inlet.  Therefore,  a  934  Study  has  initi- 
ated to  extend  the  time  frame  of  Federal  responsibility  to  50  years. 

I  am  very  concerned  to  learn  that  the  934  Study  was  initiated 
three  years  ago  and  is  still  waiting  for  Corps  approval.  The  county 
decided  to  expend  $250,000  of  nonreimbursable  funds  on  behalf  of 
the  Corps  to  do  detailed  offshore  mapping  and  corings  of  potential 
borrow  sites  to  expedite  a  beach  renourishment  project. 

I  want  to  reiterate  that  the  county  has  voluntarily  spent  a  quar- 
ter of  a  million  dollars  of  its  own  funds  on  this  project,  which  will 
not  be  reimbursed.  While  the  administration  has  proposed  a  new 
policy  with  regards  to  the  Federal  Government's  role  in  new  beach 
renourishment  projects,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  this  has  been  an 
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ongoing  project  and  I  am  hopeful  the  Corps  will  work  to  approve 
the  934  Study  in  a  timely  manner. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  hope  that  the  subcommittee  will  find 
favor  with  the  projects  I  have  discussed.  Maintaining  the  navigabil- 
ity of  our  inlets  and  preserving  Florida's  beaches  is  critical  to  Dis- 
trict 16's  continued  economic  development.  For  this  reason,  I  re- 
spectfully request  the  subcommittee's  support  for  full  funding  for 
these  projects.  I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  recognize  a  member 
of  the  Rules  Committee,  Mr.  Goss,  from  Florida. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Foley  follows:] 
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Mr,  Chairman,  thank  you  for  providing  me  the  opportunity  to  come  before 
the  subcommittee  today.    My  testimony  today  will  focus  on  three  projects 
of  critical  importance  to  the  Sixteenth  Congressional  District  of  Florida: 
improving  the  St.  Lucie  Inlet,  restoring  beaches  in  Martin  County,  and 
modifying  Fort  Pierce  Harbor. 

The  St.  Lucie  Inlet,  located  in  Martin  County,  Florida,  has  become  a 
navigational  nightmare  for  boaters  in  the  area.    The  poor  design  of  the  St. 
Lucie  Inlet  has  clogged  the  channel  with  sand  that  cannot  make  it  south  to 
the  beaches  along  Jupiter  Island.    As  a  result,  the  inlet  has  become 
critically  dangerous  to  enter  and  the  beaches  to  the  south  are  rapidly 
eroding.    The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (the  Corps)  conducted  emergency 
dredging  in  December  1994  on  the  inlet,  however,  the  project  ended 
prematurely  due  to  severe  weather. 

During  the  emergency  maintenance,  approximately  50,000  cubic  yards  of 
material  was  removed  and  an  alternate  access  channel  250  feet  wide  and  8 
feet  deep  was  created.    Today,  the  main  channel  is  still  clogged  and  the 
alternate  channel  is  experiencing  severe  shoaling.    The  Corps  surveyed  the 
alternate  channel  again  in  February  finding  that  shoaling  had  diminished  it 
to  only  80  feet  wide. 
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In  response  to  these  treacherous  conditions,  the  Coast  Guard  has  removed 
the  navigational  markers  from  the  channel.   This  situation  has  created  a 
dangerous  predicament  for  even  the  most  experienced  boaters  who  refuse 
to  risk  grounding  their  boats  in  these  waters.   Therefore,  the  only 
alternative  for  boaters  is  to  travel  an  additional  25  miles  to  the  next  nearest 
navigable  inlet.    The  Florida  Shore  and  Beach  Preservation  Association, 
Inc.  stated  in  their  December  1992  newsletter  that  "The  adverse  effect  of 
St.  Lucie  Inlet  on  the  downdrift  (southern)  shoreline  is  more  severe  than 
any  other  in  the  State."    The  Corps  has  requested  $400,000  for  the 
planning  and  design  of  this  project  and  $85,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance.    I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  favorably  consider  this  request. 

Next,  I  would  like  to  discuss  Martin  County,  Florida,  which  lies  between 
the  banks  of  Lake  Okeechobee  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean.    Unfortunately,  the 
distance  between  these  two  bodies  of  water  continues  to  diminish,  as  more 
and  more  of  Martin  County's  beaches  fall  into  the  ocean  every  day. 
Today,  beach  erosion  seriously  threatens  the  county  shoreline  throughout 
the  entire  project  area.    Waves  often  break  upon  the  foundations  of  homes, 
businesses,  recreation  areas,  and  hotels,  many  of  which  attract  tourists  and 
seasonal  residents  to  the  community.    As  the  beaches  shrink,  so  do  the  tax 
and  tourist  revenues  of  cities  along  the  shore.    If  this  problem  is  not 
remedied,  residents  will  be  forced  to  leave,  and  the  entire  county  will  suffer 
the  effects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  impressed  by  the  dedication  of  the  local 
sponsor  and  shoreline  residents  to  solving  this  problem.    In  fact,  the 
beachfront  residents  requested  from  the  Martin  County  Commission  that 
they  be  taxed  to  generate  revenue  for  the  nonfederal  share  of  the  project's 
cost.    As  a  result,  a  special  assessment  property  tax  was  implemented  over 
the  last  two  years,  raising  approximately  47  percent  of  the  county's  total 
share  of  the  project's  cost.    A  small  amount  of  construction  funds  was 
appropriated  last  year,  however,  the  Corps  budget  request  of  $3.2  million 
for  FY 96  is  needed  to  complete  the  construction.    I  want  to  emphasize  that 
all  the  necessary  paperwork  has  been  completed  and  the  Corps  is  ready  to 
begin  construction  as  soon  as  they  receive  funding. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  discuss  the  Fort  Pierce  Harbor.    The  Corps  has 
requested  $2.59  milUon  dollars  to  deepen  and  widen  the  Fort  Pierce  Inlet 
and  Harbor.    This  very  important  project  will  offer  safer  and  more 
economical  access  to  Fort  Pierce  Harbor,  allowing  ships  to  carry  greater 
loads  with  less  chance  of  grounding. 
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Additionally,  the  State  of  Florida  has  requested  $148,000  for  the  Fort 
Pierce  Beach  Shore  Protection  Project  to  renourish  2.3  miles  of  beach  south 
of  the  Fort  Pierce  Inlet. 

St.  Lucie  County,  in  which  the  Fort  Pierce  Inlet  is  located,  has  been 
working  in  partnership  with  the  State  of  Florida  and  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  since  the  1960's  to  restore  and  maintain  the  beach.    As  a  direct 
result  of  the  Fort  Pierce  Harbor  federal  project,  beach  erosion  has  severely 
diminished  the  shoreline  at  least  2.3  miles  south  of  the  Inlet.    Therefore,  a 
934  Study  was  initiated  to  extend  the  time  frame  of  federal  responsibility  to 
50  years. 

I  am  very  concerned  to  learn  that  the  934  Study  was  initiated  3  years  ago 
and  is  still  waiting  for  Corps  approval.   The  County  decided  to  expend 
$250,000  of  nonreimbursable  funds  on  behalf  of  the  Corps  to  do  detailed 
offshore  mapping  and  corings  of  potential  borrow  sites  to  expedite  a  beach 
renourishment  project.    I  want  to  reiterate  that  the  County  has  voluntarily 
spent  a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars  of  its  own  funds  on  this  project  which 
will  not  be  reimbursed.    While  the  Administration  has  proposed  a  new 
policy  with  regards  to  the  federal  government's  role  in  new  beach 
renourishment  projects,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  this  has  been  an  ongoing 
project  and  I  am  hopeful  the  Corps  will  work  to  approve  the  934  Study  in 
a  timely  manner. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  hope  the  subcommittee  will  find  favor  with  the 
projects  I  have  discussed.    Maintaining  the  navigability  of  our  inlets  and 
preserving  Florida's  beaches  is  critical  to  District  Sixteen's  continued 
economic  development.    For  this  reason,  I  respectfully  request  the 
subcommittee's  support  for  full  funding  for  these  projects.   Thank  you 
very  much. 
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Mark  Foley 
Sixteenth  Congressional  District  of  Florida 
'96  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee  Appropriations  Request! 


Coma   Request 


State  Request 


1.   St.  Lucie  Inlet  Improvement: 


$400,000  (PED) 
$85,000  (0  t  M) 


2.   Martin  County  Beach  Restor. 


$3,202,000 
(Construction) 


$4,730,200 
(Construction) 


3 .   Fort  Pierce  Harbor 


$2,590,000 
(Construction) 
$712,000  (0  &  M) 


4.   Fort  Pierce  Beach  Shore 
Protection 


$148, 000 (PED) 


PED:   Preconstruction,  Engineering,  and  Design 
O  &  M:   Operation  and  Maintenance 
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St.  Lucie  Inlet  Improvements 

Army  Corps  Request:   $400,000  (PED) 
$85,000  (O  &  M) 

St.  Lucie  Inlet  is  located  in  Martin  County  on  the  Atlantic  coast  of 
Florida,  approximately  midway  dovm  the  state.   The  project  was 
authorized  by  Section  2  01  of  the  1974  River  and  Harbor  Act.   The 
project  provides  for  a  channel  16  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide, 
tapering  to  10  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  through  the  inlet,  and  a 
channel  7  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  between  the  inlet  and  the 
Intracoastal  Waterway.   Inlet  navigcLbility  is  impeded  due  to  excessive 
shoaling  within  the  channels  and  the  formation  of  flood  shoals  in  the 
interior  waters,  which  in  turn  causes  excessive  erosion  of  the  beaches 
south  of  the  inlet.   FYS 6  funds  will  be  used  to  resume 
preconstruction,  engineering,  and  design  (FED)  for  this  project. 

Martin  County  Beach  Restoration 

Army  Corps  Request:   $3.2  million  (Construction) 

State  Request:        $4,730,200  (Construction) 

Martin  County  is  located  on  the  Atlantic  coast  of  Florida, 
approximately  midway  down  the  state.   The  project  was  authorized  by 
the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1990.   The  recommended  plan  of 
improvement  for  Martin  County  provides  for  restoration  of  a  protective 
beach  along  3.75  miles  of  shoreline.   Construction  may  only  occur 
between  November  1st  and  April  15th  to  avoid  sea  turtle  nesting 
season.   The  requested  funding  will  be  used  to  Initiate  lands  and 
damages;  initiate  monitoring  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Facilities;  Initiate 
Construction  of  Beach  Replenishment;  Planning,  Engineering,  and 
Design;  and  Construction  Management. 


Fort  Pierce  Harbor 


Army  Corps  Request:   $2.59  million  (Construction) 
$712,000  (O  &  M) 

Fort  Pierce  is  located  on  the  east  coast  of  Florida  about  29  miles 
south  of  the  Sebastian  Inlet  and  21  miles  north  of  St.  Lucie  Inlet. 
The  project  was  authorized  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of 
1988.   The  Corps  is  requesting  funds  to  improve  Ft.  Fierce  Harbor  by 
deepening  and  widening  the  port's  exterior  and  interior  channel, 
turning  basin,  and  constructing  a  north  channel  off  the  turning  basin. 
The  in^jrovement  plan  would  enlarge  the  existing  entrance  channel  to 
400  feet  wide  and  30  feet  deep,  enlarge  the  interior  channel  to  250 
feet  wide  and  28  feet  deep,  enlarge  the  existing  turning  basin  to 
1,100  feet  square  and  2  8  feet  deep.   The  requested  funds  will  be  used 
to  complete  construction  dredging  and  construction  management. 
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Fort  Pierce  Beach  Shore  Protection  Project 

state  Request:       $148,000  (FED) 

It  is  also  critical  that  the  Corps  promptly  approves  the  934  Study  for 
Fort  Pierce  Beach.   This  study,  which  was  initiated  3  years  ago,  would 
extend  the  time  frame  of  federal  responsibility  for  the  beach  erosion 
impact  South  of  the  Fort  Pierce  Inlet  to  50  years.   Under  the  Corps 
recommendation,  the  County  voluntarily  expended  $250,000  of  its  own 
money  to  expedite  construction  of  this  project.   Without  timely 
approval  from  the  Corps,  construction  of  the  project  will  be  further 
delayed. 


Page  2 
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Appendices 

Martin  County  Beach  Renourishment  and  Inlet  Mcuiagement  Projects; 
Letter  from  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Port  Pierce  Harbor/Fort  Pierce  Shore  Protection  Project-   Lettei 
from  St.  Lucie  County  Public  Works  Director 


3.  Maps 
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BOARD  OF  COLWTY  COMMISSIONERS 
2401  S.E.  Monterey  Road  •  Stuart,  Rorida  34996 


■■^£^  :..  ChEs£t  -  COUMTV  joui 


^CUr'TV  CF  MA^^TilM  HlHillHH  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 


March  21,  i;95  ENG/CE-95-007L 


U.S.  House  /  16i    li^strici 
Congressman  Maik  Foley 
506  Cannon  Office  Building 
Washington.  DC  20515 

Re:  Martiu  County  Beach  Reaourishmcnt  and  Inlet  Management  Projects 

Dear  Congressman  Foley: 

We.  the  residents  of  Mariin  County,  fully  suppon  the  federal  government's  continued  paiticipaticm  in 
Martin  Coiniy's  Beach  Renourishraent  and  Inlet  Managcmcat  projects.  These  projects  arc  fundamental 
to  the  health  rf  the  County's  tourist  industry,  which  in  mm  is  one  of  the  foundations  of  the  County's 
economy.  Additionally,  shore  and  hurricane  protection  arc  essential  components  within  these  projects. 

Currendy,  3.2  tnilliou  dollars  is  earmarked  in  Jie  federal  Public  Works  Program  for  die  purpose  of  re- 

ourishing  Martin  County's  beaches.  The  loss  of  this  federal  revenue  'mil  place  a  significant  additional 
ourden  on  sute  and  local  agencies. 

The  renourishmeni  of  the  beaches  in  Martin  County  is  of  prime  imponance  to  both  the  residents  of  the 
area  as  well  as  the  Board  of  County  Coounissioners.  There  are  several  very  .<:ignificant  condominium 
structures  en  the  beach  that  are  in  imminent  danger  of  collapsing  due  to  shoreline  erosion.  In  fact,  a 
pool  and  a  portion  of  a  parking  garage  were  destroyed  in  lecem  years  due  to  this  condition. 

The  residents  of  Hutchinson  [siaad  are  acutely  aware  of  the  problem  to  the  point  that  they  have  voluntar- 
ily agreed  to  shouJ-jer  a  .significant  poition  of  the  local  share  of  this  important  project  (approximately 

66%). 

The  County  is  liKewise  acutely  concerned  with  respea  to  this  very  important  natural  lesouics  and  its  im- 
pact on  our  local  economy.  Approximately  40%  of  the  beach  frontage  ii  in  public  ownership  and  the 
County  actively  parucipaies  in  providing  for  public  parking  and  access  to  these  beaches.  The  value  of 
preserving  these  beaches  cannot  be  easily  measured  in  meaningful  terms. 

Manin  County  has  played  an  active  role  in  the  process  to  date  by  providing  assistance  to  both  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  to  the  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  in  tt^rm^  of  technical  and 
fiscal  assistance.  The  County  did  rot  approach  the  solution  to  this  pressing  problem  with  an  open  and 

e.TipTy  ha.".d. 
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PACE  r.vc 

ENG/CI:-9:-:07L 


cddicion  lo  ±i:  he  ...  .::S  of  Mu Jn  County,  we  have  access  to  ths  Oce:in  through  the  St  Lucie  Inlet. 
Tr.is  Inlet  -.v.Ti  au-.iri:    1  ;Jjnost  a  hrJf  centur-  ago  and  has  besn  maintained  constantly  since.  Martin 
Coi'.ur/  h2z  L.di^-c'i  i  rriviagement  plan  for  the  InJet  that  wUl  allow  for  its  continued  maintenance  with  a 
minimum  of  effon  on  the  jan  of  the  supporting  agencies.  It  is  Martin  County's  intent  to  continue  this 
cooi^erarive  etfcrt  with  a  concern  for  both  the  fiscal  and  operational  interests  of  all  parties.  The  loss  of 
Lfic  Inkt  'I'le  to  hiiidiug  cur'racks  would  '^  devastating  to  the  economy  of  the  County  since  it  is  truly  a 
wp.tcr  oriented  conimuriity. 

Youi  iiioro  CO  „v .  nn  the  n'-cessary  funding  levels  are  criccal  to  die  impiementation  of  these  urgently 
nc;;JvdPu.Sii.  'V.vks  projects. 


SL'-.carely. 


Donald  E.  Hc'.lon:....;.  P.E. 
County  Engineer 


y^C*^ 


L£H:kr 


U.S.  Senator  Bob  Graham 

U.S.  Senator  Crniiie  .Mack 

Sena'  :r  Willi;im  G.  "Doc"  Meyers.  District  27 

Representative  Kec  i  .uitt.  District  31 

Representative  Tom  Warner,  Diitrict  82 

Koiicr '..'v-  Mrmb..-s  of  Jie  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Peter  Chf^ey.  County  Adidnistrator 

Ron  '\lcLiimore.  .Assistant  County  .'Kdr'imstrator 

R;iiida;j  Rcid,  .^ssistar...  County  Adinimstrator 
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BOARD  OF  COUNTY       pWaHj^  PUBLIC  WORKS 

COMMISSIONERS  \'\SIW'J  DIRECTOR 


RONALD  K.  DROWN,  P.E. 


March  1,  199B 


Dr.  John  H.  ZIrschky,  Acting  Assistant  Secretary 

Department  of  The  Army 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary,  Civil  Worlcs 

TTie  Pentagon,  Room  2E570 

Washington,  D.C.   20310-0108 

RE:      FORT  PIERCE,  FLORIDA  -  SECTION  934.  STUDY 


Dear  Mr.  Zirschicy: 

I  am  requesting  that  you  reven^  the  decision  of  Mr.  Morgan  R.  Ress,  DAS  Planning 
Policy  and  Legislation,  contained  in  his  February  2, 1995,  memorandum  to  the  Chief, 
Planning  Division.  HQUSACE;  Subject:  FORT  PIERCE,  FLORIDA,  SECTION  934 
STUDY.  Specifically,  I  am  requesting  that  you  approve  the  SECTION  934  STUDY 
prepared  by  the  Jacksonville  Office,  and  that  you  authorize  the  preparation  of  the 
General  Re-evaluatlon  Report  (GRR). 

St.  Lucie  County,  In  which  the  Fort  Pierce  Inlet  Is  located,  has  been  wortcing  in 
partnership  with  the  State  of  Rorlda,  and  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers  since  the 
1960's  to  restore  and  maintain  the  beach.  In  August,  1990,  the  County  formally 
requested  reauthorization  of  the  Fort  Pierce  Shore  Protection  projact.  Included  in  this 
cooperative  effort  Is  the  development  of  an  Inlet  Management  Plan  that  concludes  that 
Fort  Pierce  Inlet  impacts  beach  erosion  at  least  2.3  miles  South  of  the  Inlet.  We  have 
been  lead  to  expect  that  the  934  STUDY  would  be  approved  In  time  to  receive 
appropriations  for  construction  in  Fiscal  Year  1998-99. 

The  County  was  told  that  we  could  save  one  (1 )  year  in  the  process  by  doing  detailed 
offshore  mapping  and  corlngs  of  potential  borrow  sites  for  beach  nourishment  along 
with  nearshore  mapping  of  the  hardbottom.  This  $250,000  plus  effort  Is  now  under 
way  at  no  expense  to  the  Federal  Government,  with  the  expectation  that  construction 
would  be  accelerated  to  Rscal  Year  1997-98. 


T  L.  rtNN.  Olinto  No.  1    •  KEN  SATTUR,  Olsna  No.  3  •  OINNY  GRHN.  ObMa  No.  3  •  GARY  0.  OUftlB.  Dmo  No.  i  •  CUFF  BARNES.  OUiilo  No.  J 
Couuy  Aommunoror  •  Rwmcs  K.L  Klndivd 

)  Virginia  Avenue  •  Fon  Pierce.  Fl  04962-5652  •  Phone  (407)  462-1485  •  FAX  (407)  462-2062  •  TDD  (407)  462-1428 
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Dr.  John  H.  Zlrschky,  Acting  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  The  Army 
March  1,  1996 
page  2 


It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Jacksonville  office  can  and  will  respond  to  provide 
information  concerning  the  cost  benefit  ratio.  My  problem  is  that  this  response  will 
take  time,  and  delay  funding  until  the  year  2000.  This  is  a  grave  concern.  I  am 
aware  of  the  President's  proposal  to  end  Federal  cost  sharing  in  local  beach  and  shore 
protection.  In  this  regard,  It  is  our  concern  that  this  project  may  be  held  hostage  to 
a  budget  proposal  which  may  not  be  enacted. 

Preservation  of  St.  Lucie  County  beaches  Is  dependent  upon  Federal  funding.  Biooh 
erosion  Is  caused  by  the  inlet,  a  Federal  and  local  responsibility.  It  is  important  fhat 
the  Federal  and  local  government  cost  share  in  mitigation  of  this  erosion  •  consistent 
with  Section  1 1 1  of  the  Water  Resources  Act  of  1986.  Our  beaches  are  of  national 
significance. 

I  am  Including  as  attachments  a  fact  sheet  prepared  by  our  local  censultant  regarding 
the  SECTION  934  STUDY  and  an  evaluation  of  the  Memorandum  For  The  Chief,  dated 
February  2,  1995. 

I  plan  to  be  In  Atlanta  on  March  6-7,  and  Washington  on  March  30-31,  1985,  I 
would  sincerely  appreciate  meeting  with  you  on  the  subject  at  one  of  these  times. 


Sincerely 


Ronald  K.'  BrowKTP.E. 
Public  Works  Director 

pn 

attachments 

cc:      Board  of  County  Commissioners 
County  Administrator 
County  Attorney 
County  Engineer 
Senator  Bob  Graham 
Senator  Connie  Meek 
Congressman  Tom  Foley 
v^USACE  Jacksonville.  Col.  Rice 
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ST.  LUCIE  COUNTY  SHORE  PROTECTION  PROJECT 
HISTQRY 


DATE  EVENT 

1 965  Federal  participation  in  a  beach  nourlahment  project  was 

recommended  for  1 .3  miles  south  of  the  inlet 

1971  Initial  construction  of  Federal  beach  nouri«hment  project  was 

completed 

May,  1982  USAGE  Section  III  report  states  that  Federal  navigation 

project  is  responsible  for  60%  of  erosion  for  the  first  6800 
feet  of  shore  immediately  south  of  the  south  jetty  and  46% 
for  the  next  4200  feet  of  shore  south  of  the  south  Jetty 

1983  Maintenance  nourishment  of  South  Besi^h  occurs 

July  1 98  5  Congressional  authorization  for  the  Federal  erosion  control 

project  expires 

October,  1 989  County  requests  9 1 50,000  from  the  DNR  to  develop  a  Fort 

Pierce  Inlet  Management  Plan 

August,  1990  County    fonmally    requests    that    USAGE    perform    a 

reauthorization  study 

April,  1 993  County's  Draft  Inlet  Management  Plan  states  impact  of  Fort 

Pierce  inlet  Is  2.3  miles  south  of  the  inist  and  recomnwnds 
beach  nourishment 

May  13,1 993  Letter  from  the  USAGE  cites  Draft  934  Report  targeted  for 

■spring  of  1993" 

August,  1993  Draft  Reevaluation  Report  Section  934  9tudy  complete 

October  1 993  County  receh/es  a  copy  of  the  Draft  934  Study 

October  15,  1993  County  staff  met  with  USAGE  in  Jacksonvitie  -  1.3  miles 

nourishment  Identified  as  possible  in  FY  1996 
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ST.  LUCIE  COUNTY  SHORE  PROTECTION  PROJECT 
page  2 


November  9,  1 993  County  provided  written  comments  rsgardinQ  the  Draft  934 

Study 

December  10,  1993         County  staff  met  w/ith  USAGE  in  Jacksonville  -  June  1994 
is  prolacted  date  of  934  Study 

January,  1 994  Board  of  County  Commissioners  meets  with  DEP  and  USACE 

representatives  -  it's  agreed  that  beach  could  be  restored  by 
FV  1996  vtflth  aggressive  actions  by  County 

March  35,  1 994  County  requests  by  letter  that  the  USACE  Identify  status  of 

Section  934  Study  and  Identify  aitarnatK/e  project 
management  plans 

April  28,  1 994  USACE  identifies  that  Section  934  Study  will  be  completed 

by  April,  1994  and  that  document  will  undergo  a  3*4  month 
internal  review  prior  to  being  forwarded  to  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Army  for  a  final  decision  on  whether  to 
extend  Federal  participation.  USACE  also  idantifles  that  If 
St.  Lucie  County  undertakes  certain  pre-conatructlon  tastes 
(beach  profiles,  survey,  controlled  aerial  photography, 
gaotechnlcal  investigations  and  environmental  studies)  the 
2.3  mile  project  can  be  constructed  one  yaar  earlier  than  If 
USACE  undertakes  these  efforts  without  the  County's 
assistance 

June  22,  1 994  By  letter.  County  requests  an  update  as  to  the  status  of  the 

934  Report  -  no  response  received  as  of  3/1/95 

July  11,  1994  County  staff  met  with  USACE  and  identtfled  appropriate 

efforts  by  St.  Lucie  County  to  expedite  beach  restoration 

February  27,  1995  Faxed  copy  of  February  2,  199S,  memorandum  from  DAS 

Planning  Policy  and  Legislation  transmrttad  by  Jacksonville 
COE  to  County.  This  memorandum  rejected  the  934  Study. 
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MARTIN  COUNTY 
FOUR  MILE  BEACH 
^.   NOURISHMENT  PROJECT 
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Mr.  Goss.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Nice  to  have  you  here,  Mr.  Goss. 

Mr.  Goss.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  Mr.  Bevill,  it  is 
nice  to  see  you.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Foley.  I  am  delighted 
not  to  be  at  the  Rules  Committee.  I  assure  you  this  is  a  very  wel- 
come and  happy  relief  and  I  am  pleased  to  have  an  opportunity  to 
speak  to  a  series  of  Florida  projects,  which  I  think  are  extremely 
important.  I  have  submitted  the  correct  number  of  copies,  I  am 
told,  to  the  clerk,  and  I  would  like  to  ask  that  my  statement  be  in- 
cluded in  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will  be 
in  the  record  and  you  may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Goss.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  be  extremely  brief. 

There  are 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  appreciates  that,  too. 

Mr.  (jOSS.  Thank  you,  sir.  We  have  listed  seven  projects  the  way 
we  have  broken  them  down  in  our  request.  Three  of  them  are  in 
my  area  specifically,  and  the  rest  are  south  Florida  projects,  which 
I  think  others  have  addressed.  I  have  been  told  by  my  colleagues 
that  you  are  well-acquainted  with  the  Corps  projects  in  south  Flor- 
ida having  to  do  with  the  Everglades  flood  protection,  water  for  our 
cities,  and  the  restoration  of  the  quality  of  water  in  Florida  Bay, 
which  is  a  national  tragedy.  This  has  happened  because  of  the  star- 
vation of  water  in  the  hydro  periods  and  the  pollution  and  contami- 
nation from  pesticides  and  other  factors. 

That  is  a  major  Corps  project  and  I  add  my  very  strong  support; 
my  personal  participation  has  been  long-standing  in  it.  We  have 
many  agencies  in  the  State,  including  the  Governor,  the  water 
management  district,  county  government,  municipal  government, 
citizens,  interested  parties,  all  participating.  We  have  a  mediated 
agreement.  We  have  been  in  and  out  of  the  courts,  and  we  are  at 
a  point  where  we  can  proceed.  We  have  some  agreement  to  do  the 
right  things  and  I  think  that  they  are  reflected  in  our  requests  this 
year  which  are,  in  fact,  the  Corps'  request. 

Groing  to  my  side  of  the  State  in  my  district,  there  is  a  program 
in  Lee  County  having  to  do  with  Captiva  Island,  which  is  a  beach 
renourishment  protection  plan.  I  am  sure  it  sounds  like,  "Oh,  gosh, 
do  we  need  more  money  for  more  people  to  go  to  the  beaches  of 
Florida".  I  can  assure  you  this  is  not  the  case.  This  is  a  group  of 
people  that  in  the  county  pulled  themselves  together  under  the  ero- 
sion protection  district — prevention  district,  taxed  the  heck  out  of 
themselves,  have  done  an  extraordinary  job  of  managing  erosion  of 
inlets  and  protection,  have  had  participation  with  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, have  spent  the  money,  and  the  park  that  is  now  due  and 
owing  through  the  Corps  participation,  I  understand,  is  $600,000 
for  a  project  that  has  been  very  well-handled.  It  is  on  Captiva  Is- 
land, a  barrier  island,  and  the  only  public  highway  and  the  only 
access  has  been  regularly  threatened  and,  in  fact,  restored  a  num- 
ber of  times  by  local  funds  as  part  of  a  multigovernment  project. 
And  as  I  say,  these  are  restoring  funds  that  have  been  spent. 

I  think  the  Chairman  will  be  a  little  familiar  with  the  second 
project.  This  has  to  do  with  Charlotte  Harbor,  which  is  the  last  re- 
maining harbor  in  the  State  of  Florida  that  has  a  curiosity  of  hav- 
ing a  one-customer  user  in  a  dredged  port.  I  believe  it  is  one  of  the 
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few  left  in  this  country,  and  it  is  a  situation  we  are  trjdng  to  phase 
out  by  getting  the  energy  providers  in  the  area  to  use  another  form 
of  delivery  of  oil  or  whatever  it  is  that  they  are  going  to  use  as  a 
source  of  energy  in  their  power  plant,  and  that  is  ongoing. 

There  are  permitting  exercises  underway  right  now  for  pipelines 
in  order  that  we  can  take  some  of  the  pressure  off  this  shipping 
operation.  This  involves  bringing  oil  in  by  layer,  offloading  it  on  the 
end  of  a  very  exposed  barrier  island  at  the  mouth  of  Charlotte  Har- 
bor, and  transshipping  it  through  an  aquatic  preserve  on  a  barge 
in  an  area  of  increasing  recreational  boating  numbers. 

I  can't  tell  you  what  the  numbers  are,  but  I  know  that  on  a  per 
day  basis,  we  are  the  busiest  recreational  boating  area  supposedly 
in  the  country.  That  is  an  accident  waiting  to  happen.  Then  we  ask 
the  barge  to  navigate  up  a  winding  river  that  is  full  of  shoals  be- 
cause we  have  added  two  highway  bridges  to  the  power  plant.  This 
is  not  good  sense;  it  needs  to  be  replaced. 

We  are  talking  to  the  people  to  get  them  to  replace  it.  In  the 
meantime,  the  people  of  southwest  Florida  need  energy.  I  think  ev- 
erybody agrees  we  have  no  choice  and  therefore  we  need  to  honor 
the  Corps'  request  to  dredge  the  pass  to  Charlotte  Harbor  so  that 
the  lighters  can  get  in  with  the  oil,  offload  some  of  it  and  get  out 
safely,  because  if  we  smash  up  one  of  those  barges,  we  will  prob- 
ably irretrievably  ruin  some  prime  Florida  real  estate.  This  real  es- 
tate, as  I  say,  is  along  the  last  pristine  waters  that  we  have  in  the 
State,  waters  that  haven't  already  been  subjected  to  pollution  of 
one  form  or  another. 

I  think  every  one  of  these  requests  is  entirely  reasonable,  and  I 
have  told  you  about  the  Charlotte  Harbor  one  in  particular  because 
I  don't  think  you  can  justify  dredging  that  pass  forever  into  Char- 
lotte Harbor.  I  think  that  we  need  to  put  some  impetus  on  people 
to  start  looking  to  the  other  sources  of  delivery  of  that  fuel.  We 
have  done  that.  I  am  satisfied  we  are  going  to  get  it  done  in  time, 
but  I  would  ask  you  to  bear  with  the  Corps  this  year  and  honor 
their  request.  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  it  isn't  this  committee's  job  to  try  to 
micromanage,  but  why  don't  they  build  a  pipeline? 

Mr.  Goss.  That  is  exactly  what  we  are  doing,  Mr.  Chairman.  The 
problem  is  where  to  put  the  pipeline.  It  seems  that  the  City  of 
Punta  Gorda,  which  I  believe  you  are  familiar  with,  has  objected 
to  one  of  the  routes  that  was  selected  so  then  another  route  was 
selected,  and  then  the  county  of  Charlotte  disagreed  with  that 
route. 

We  got  into  the  question  of  whether  the  pipeline  would  be  a  big- 
ger threat  to  a  water  supply  one  place  or  another,  and  then  we  are 
having  the  argument  about  whether  or  not  we  can  get  a  safer  deliv- 
ery mechanism. 

The  one  thing  I  can  assure  you  is  that  nobody  in  Florida  is  offer- 
ing to  go  without  heating  or  air-conditioning  or  gasoline.  So  we  are 
going  to  have  to  deliver  energy  somehow  or  other.  We  are  looking 
for  the  safest  way,  and  I  think  we  all  agree  the  safest  way  is  not 
to  barge  it  through  Charlotte  Harbor. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Goss.  Thank  you,  sir.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  hope  we  can  be  of  some  help  to  you. 
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Mr.  Goss.  You  always  have  been  in  the  past  and  I  always  appre- 
ciate the  courtesy  and  attention  of  this  committee. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Goss  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  PORTER  J.  GOSS  (FL-14) 

BEFORETHE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMTITEE 

ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

22  MARCH  1995 

FY-96  REQUEST?: 

LEE  COUNTY  (REIMBURSEMENT) $600,000 

CHARLOTTE  HARBOR $3,275,000 

KISSIMMEE  RIVER  RESTORATION $20,000,000 

CENTRAL  &  SOUTH  FLORIDA  FLOOD  CONTROL  REDESIGN $1,000,000 

C-111    PROJECT $1,000,000 

C-51    WEST   PROJECT $1,500,000 

MODIFIED  WATER  DEUVERY $4,600,000 

MR.  CHAIRMAN.  THANK  YOU  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  THIS  TIME  TO  TESTIFY 
BEFORE  YOUR  PANELTODAY.  I  APPLAUD  THE  HARD  WORKTHAT  HAS  ALREADY 
BEEN  DONE  BY  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  IN  THE  NEW  CONGRESS.  AND  I  APPRECIATE 
YOUR  WILLINGNESS  TO  LISTENTO  THE  NEEDS  OF  SOUTHWEST  FLORIDA  AS  YOU 
PREPARE  THE  HSCAL  YEAR  1996  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 
PACKAGE 

I  WOULD  LIKETO  FOCUS  ONTHREEAREAS  THIS  YEAR  1)  REIMBURSEMENT 
FOR  THE  LEE  COUNTY  BEACH  RENOURISHMENT  PROJECT;  2)  THE  CHARLOTTE 
HARBOR  NAVIGATION  MAINTENANCE  PROJECT;  AND  3)  THE  CORPS'  EFFORTS  TO 
IMPROVE  THE  WATER  QUALITY  AND  DELIVERY  FOR  ALL  OF  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA. 
CURRENT  PROJECTS  IN  THE  LAST  CATEGORY  INCLUDE  THE  RESTORATION  OFTHE 
KISSIMMEE  RIVER  C-Ul  AND  C-51  WEST  PROJECTS,  ANDTHE  REDESIGN  OFTHE 
CENTRAL  AND  SOUTH  FLORIDA  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT. 

THE  REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  LEE  COUNTY  WILL  HELP  THE  COUNTY  ASSUME 
PARTS  OFTHE  FEDERAL  SHORELINE  PROTECTION  PROJECT.  LEE  COUNTY'S 
BARRIER  ISLANDS  HAVE  EXPERIENCED  SIGNIFICANT  EROSION,  AND  THE  COUNTY 
GOVER>JMENT  IS  VERY  INTERESTED  IN  SECURING  LONG-TERM  EROSION 
PROTECTION  THROUGH  THE  FEDERAL  PROGRAM  I  AM  PLEASED  THAT  THE  CORPS 
IS  CONTINUING  ITS  GOOD  WORK  IN  THIS  AREA.  AND  I  SUPPORT  TTS  FULL 
REQUEST  OF  $600,000. 

DM  ADDmON.  THE  CORPS  HAS  REQUESTED  FUNDS  TO  PERFORM  ITS 
REGULARLY  SCHEDULED  MAINTENANCE  OFTHE  CHARLOTTE  HARBOR  CHANNEL 
CHARLOTTE  HARBOR  IS  ONE  OF  THE  GREATEST  ECONOMIC  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESOURCES  IN  SOUTHWEST  FLORIDA.  WTTHOUT  PROPER  MAINTENANCE  OF  THE 
CHANNEL,  THE  RELATIVELY  PRISTINE  WATERS  OFTHE  HARBOR  COULD  BEAT 
RISK  FROM  AN  OIL  SPILL  OR  ANOTHER  ACCIDENT  INVOLVING  THE  VESSELS 
SAILING  IN  AND  OUT  OF  THE  HARBOR 

MAINTAINING  A  NAVIGABLE  CHANNEL  THROUGH  THE  HARBOR  IS  VTTALTO 
THE  RESIDENTS  OF  CHARLOTTE  AND  LEE  COUNTIES.  THE  SHIPPING  THAT  USES 
THIS  CHANNEL  CARRIES.  AMONG  OTHER  THINGS  THE  OIL  NEEDED  TO  PROVIDE 
ELECTRICITY  FOR  MUCH  OFTHE  AREA.  I  SUPPORT  THE  CORPS 'FULL  REQUEST  OF 
$3,275,000. 
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AS  YOU  KNOW,  THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAS  BEEN  WORKING  ON 
MANY  PROJECTS  OVER  THE  LAST  FEW  YEARS  IN  AN  EFFORT  TO  reEVENT  AN 
ECOLOGICAL  (AND  ECONOMIC)  DISASTER  IN  FLORIDA.  THIS  "PACKAGE"  OF 
INDIVIDUAL  EFFORTS  ADDRESSES  SPECmC  PROBLEMS  THAT  THREATEN  THE 
WATER  QUALITY  -  AND  ULTIMATELY  THE  SURVIVAL  -  OFTHE  EVERGLADES. 
FLORIDA  BAY.  AND  THE  SURROUNDING  ECOSYSTEMS.  I  JOIN  WITH  THE  STATE  OF 
FLORIDA  IN  REQUESTING  FUNDING  FOR  THE  FOLLOWING  AUTHORIZED 
PROJECTS. 

THE  REDESIGN  OFTHE  CENTRAL  AND  SOUTH  FLORIDA  FLOOD  CONTROL 
SYSTEM  AND  THE  MODIFIED  WATER  DELIVERY  PROJECT  BOTH  ADDRESS  THE 
DAMAGE  TO  THE  EVERGLADES  CAUSED  3Y  THE  CONSTRUCHON  OFTHE  MASSIVE 
FLOOD  CONTROL  SYSTEM  THIS  SYSTEM  HAS  CAUSED  A  RADICAL  CHANGE  IN  THE 
NATURAL  FLOW  OF  FRESH  WATER  FROM  LAKE  OKEECHOBEE  DENYING  THE 
REMAINING  EVERGLADES  SYSTEM  THE  WATER  FT  NEEDS  TO  SURVTVE  IN  THE 
SHORT  RUN,  THE  MODIHCATION  OF  CERTAIN  WATER  MANAGEMENT  AND 
DEUVERY  SYSTEMS  SHOLXD  HELP  SOMEWHAT  -  BUT  THE  CORPS  RECOGNIZES 
THAT  A  MORE  PERMANENT  REDESIGN  OFTHE  FLOOD  CONTROL  SYSTEM  WILL 
HA  VE  TO  TAKE  PLACE  IF  WE  ARE  TO  RESTORE  AT  LEAST  THE  SEMBLANCE  OFTHE 
NATURAL  "SHEET  FLOW"  TO  THE  EVERGLADES. 

ANOTHER  URGENT  ASPECT  OF  THE  EVERGLADES  PACKAGE  INVOLVES  TWO 
CANALPROJECTS:THEC-lllANDTHEC-51WEST.  THE  C- 111  CANAL  CURRENTLY 
PROVIDES  DRAINAGE  AND  FLOOD  CONTROLFOR  AGRICULTURAL  AREAS  AND 
PROVIDES  FRESH  WATER  FOR  EVERGLADES  NATIONAL  PARK  UNFORTUNATELY. 
THESE  OBJECTIVES  ARE  OFTEN  IN  CONFUCT.  THE  GOAL  OFTHE  C-1 11  PRO  JECTIS 
TO  CONTINUE  TO  PROVIDE  FLOOD  CONTROL  FOR  AGRICULTURE,  WHILE  HELPING 
TO  RESTORE  A  MORE  NATURALFRESK  WATER  FLOWTO  THE  PARK  AND  FLORIDA 
BAY.  SIMILARLY,  THE  C-51  WEST  PROJECT  IS  AN  IMPORTANT  COMPONENT  OFTHE 
EVERGLADES  TECHNICAL  MEDIATED  PLAN.  THE  SOUTH  FLORIDA  WATER 
MANAGEMENT  DISTRICT,  THE  LOCAL  SPONSOR,  PLANS  TO  INCORPORATE  MULTI- 
OBJECTIVE  NATURAL  RESOURCE  BENEFITS  INTO  THIS  PROJECT. 

LASTLY,  I  WANT  TO  EXPRESS  MY  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  FOR  THE 
RESTORATION  OF  THE  KISSIMMEERFVER-  LAST  SPRING  I  HAD  THE  DISTINCT 
PLEASURE  OF  ATTENDING  THE  GROUND  BREAKING  CEREMONIES  FOR  THIS 
PROJECT.  AFTER  MANY  LONG  AND  FRUSTRATING  DELAYS,  TT  WAS  GREAT  TO 
FINALLY  BEGIN  WORK  I AMPLEASEDTOSAYTHATTHETESTFILL  WEBEGAN 
HAS  BEEN  LABELED  A  SUCCESS  BYTHE  SOUTH  FLORIDA  WATER  MANAGEMENT 
DISTRICT  AND  THE  CORPS. 

THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  BENEFITS  OF  RESTORING  THIS  UNIQUE  AND 
COMPLEX  REGIONAL  ECOSYSTEM  CANNOT  BE  UNDERESTIMATED.  WE  HA  VE  A 
REAL  OPPORTUNITY  TO  BREATHE  LIFE  BACK  INTO  A  CRinCAL  LINK  IN  FLORIDA 'S 
HYDROLOGICAL  SYSTEM  AND  I  HOPE  THAT  YOUR  SUPPORT  FORTHIS  PROJECT 
WELL  REMAIN  STRONG. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  YOURTIME  AND  CONSIDERATION. 
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Mr.  Foley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  If  you  will  indulge  me. 
We  would  like  to  recognize  Roxanne  Dow  from  the  State  of  Florida 
who  is  here  from  the  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protec- 
tion, if  she  would  join  us  at  the  table. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  always  heard  from  Roxanne.  You  are  doing 
a  good  job.  We  all  were  first-termers  one  time. 

Mr.  Foley.  I  am  just  glad  the  senior  members  of  the  delegation 
showed  up,  because  if  they  let  me  do  this,  we  would  be  in  real  trou- 
ble. 

Ms.  Dow.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee. 
My  name  is  Roxanne  Dow.  I  am  the  Federal  liaison  for  the  Florida 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  and  it  is  my  pleasure  to 
come  today  to  present  the  request  of  the  State  of  Florida  in  our 
1996  Water  Resource  Program.  We  greatly  appreciate  the  efforts  of 
this  committee.  We  have  had  many  wonderful  opportunities  to 
work  together,  and  you  all  have  helped  us  in  focusing  on  trying  to 
preserve  and  manage  our  State's  precious  natural  resources,  and 
we  think  we,  as  well  as  the  Nation,  have  enjoyed  significant  envi- 
ronmental and  economic  benefits  made  possible  by  the  works  you 
authorize  and  fund. 

Florida's  need  for  proper  water  management  has  become  more 
critical  as  we  handle  the  demands  of  over  900  new  residents  each 
day  and  almost  40  million  visitors.  Each  day  over  111,000  addi- 
tional gallons  of  water  are  used  and  over  94,000  additional  gallons 
of  wastewater  are  produced. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  learning  from  and  correcting  environ- 
mental mistakes  made  during  a  history  of  explosive  growth  and  de- 
velopment. And  restoration  initiatives  are  being  implemented  in  re- 
sponse to  a  more  positive  understanding  of  the  impacts  of  our  rath- 
er historic  growth  and  development. 

I  won't  make  comments  on  all  of  the  projects  that  we  have  sub- 
mitted. I  would  just  like  to  highlight  a  few.  We  have  obviously 
talked  about  the  central  and  southern  flood  control  project  and  its 
impacts  on  the  Everglades  in  Florida  Bay.  We  strongly  support  the 
request  of  the  Corps  and  have  really  worked  hard  to  make  a  part- 
nership of  the  Federal  agencies,  the  State  agencies  and  the  re- 
gional water  management  district  a  reality  so  that  we  can  actually 
meet  the  challenge  of  trying  to  repair  some  of  our  mistakes  there 
and  provide  water  for  both  economic  growth  and  the  natural  sys- 
tems, and  we  would  ask  your  continued  support  in  this  project. 

I  would  also  like  to  highlight  the  Kissimmee  River  restoration  as 
an  important  part  of  this  overall  strategy.  The  Kissimmee  River  is 
a  conduit  for  nutrients  coming  down  to  the  lake  and  then  making 
their  way  further  down  through  the  Everglades  into  Florida  Bay, 
the  headwaters  of  the  whole  system. 

It  is  very  important  for  us  to  try  to  reestablish  the  former  flood- 
plain  wetlands  to  enhance  the  water  quality  and  the  wildlife  values 
of  the  entire  system.  We  are  asking  for  a  lot  of  money.  We  have 
asked  for  a  lot  of  money  before.  But  we  have  also  committed  a 
great  deal  of  money  at  the  State  and  the  regional  level  and  are  pre- 
pared to  commit  millions  more  to  achieve  the  purchase  of  all  of  the 
easements  and  the  land  that  are  necessary. 

We  really  must  all  together  work  to  move  forward.  This  is  a  rath- 
er unique  restoration  attempt,  and  we  are  seeing  very  positive  re- 
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suits  already  in  our  demonstration  projects,  and  the  State  is  very 
committed  to  making  this  work,  and  we  hope  that  we  can  count  on 
you  as  a  full  partner  in  the  future  as  you  have  been  in  the  past. 

We  would  also  like  to  talk  briefly  about  the  Upper  St.  Johns 
project.  I  think  the  particularly  interesting  thing  about  this  is  it  is 
a  nonstructural  flood  control  project.  We  have  tried  to  make  that 
a  State  policy.  We  have  worked  very  hard  and  we  see  very  positive 
results  already  coming  out  of  the  Upper  St.  Johns  restoration,  and 
we  want  to  make  that  sort  of  the  demonstration  project  for  the  way 
we  do  flood  control  and  flood  management  in  the  future  and  think 
it  will  be  a  much  more  cost-effective  way  and  have  many  additional 
benefits. 

Ports  are  extremely  important  to  Florida.  We  have  14  deep  water 
ports,  which  include  some  of  the  Nation's  busiest.  The  import  and 
export  traffic  helps  to  diversify  our  economy  and  improvements  to 
inlets  and  ports  that  are  ongoing  and  proposed  and  several  areas 
are  critical  to  the  State.  We  have  heard  several  people  mention  the 
Ponce  De  Leon  Inlet  Study  and  we  would  like  to  emphasize  that 
as  a  safety  issue.  These  kinds  of  projects  are  important  to  our  tour- 
ism economy  as  well  as  our  commercial  and  industrial  traffic. 

The  Miami  River  Project  proposes  to  dredge  polluted  bottom  sedi- 
ments from  the  Miami  River.  This  will  help  correct  water  quality 
problems  in  the  river  and  the  adjacent  Biscayne  Bay.  These  have 
developed  over  many  years  and  we  have  worked  with  the  Corps 
and  they  have  agreed  to  accomplish  routine  maintenance  dredging 
in  the  navigation  channel,  but  the  State  continues  to  request  their 
assistance  in  removing  sediments  outside  the  channel  so  that  we 
can  restore  the  river  and  keep  it  from  impacting  the  bay  and  have 
it  all  done  at  once.  It  would  be  much  more  cost-effective  to  do  that 
all  at  the  same  time.  So  we  continue  to  ask  the  Corps'  assistance 
in  that. 

Beaches,  we  have  heard  a  lot  about  beaches  this  morning.  You 
are  going  to  hear  more,  I  am  sure.  They  are  the  largest  attraction 
for  our  40  million  visitors  and  we  have  800  miles  of  sandy  beaches 
in  Florida.  About  218  miles  of  those  beaches  are  experiencing  se- 
vere erosion.  We  are  a  very  long  peninsula  stuck  out  into  the  trop- 
ics. We  are  buffeted  by  storms  frequently  and  an  occasional  hurri- 
cane and  the  beaches  serve  as  protection  as  well  as  an  attraction. 
So  prevention  of  erosion  control  and  renourishment  of  these  re- 
sources are  critical  to  both  our  economic  base  and  the  public  safety. 

We  have  a  number  of  projects  proposed.  I  would  like  to  just  high- 
light the  funding  for  the  coast  of  Florida  erosion  and  storm  effects 
study.  We  need  the  Corps'  expertise  as  well  as  money.  We  figure 
we  would  have  to  put  up  at  least  50  additional  staff  in  our  State 
beaches  and  shores  agency  if  the  Corps  were  truly  to  get  out  of  the 
beach  protection  area. 

I  don't  know  where  we  would  find  the  money  to  do  that  either. 
But  we  need  their  expertise  and  this  study  so  that  we  can  learn 
from  our  past  and  make  sure  that  we  have  the  most  effective  over- 
all plan  so  that  the  State,  Federal  and  local  governments  can  figure 
out  a  way  to  implement  and  afibrd  these  kinds  of  projects. 

In  conclusion,  we  face  every  day  constant  tension  between  the 
quest  for  economic  viability  and  growth  and  the  critical  need  to 
protect  our  environment  and  be  good  stewards  of  the  natural  re- 
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sources.  We  express  our  gratitude  for  the  restoration  initiatives 
that  we  are  pursuing  in  partnership  with  you  and  the  agencies  we 
fund. 

We  understand  that  there  are  a  lot  of  ongoing  structural  projects 
that  the  Corps  does  and  we  are  very  supportive  of  all  of  their  ef- 
forts, and  we  would  just  like  to  make  the  point  that  the  two  needs 
are  not  mutually  exclusive.  The  State  has  gone  through  a  lot  of  re- 
organization to  make  sure  that  we  best  manage  our  natural  re- 
sources and  environmental  regulatory  agencies  from  an  ecosystem 
management  perspective  that  includes  human  beings  and  their 
needs. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  all  of  your  support  in  the  past  and  ask 
for  your  consideration  for  our  request.  Thank  you  very  much, 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Dow  follows:] 
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Remarks  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development,  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  United  States  House  of  Representatives 

By  Roxane  R.  Dow,  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  on  behalf  of  the 
State  of  Florida's  FY  1996  Public  Works  Program  Request  on  March  22,  1995 


Good  morning  ,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee.  My  name  is 
Roxane  Dow.  I  am  the  Federal  Liaison  for  the  Florida  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection.  I  am  here  today  to  present  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  State  on  Florida's 
Fiscal  Year  1996  Program  for  Water  Resource  Development.  We  greatly  appreciate  the 
efforts  of  this  committee,  members  of  the  Florida  Delegation  and  many  others  members 
of  Congress  who  have  helped  us  focus  on  preserving  and  managing  our  State's  precious 
water  resources.  We,  and  the  nation,  enjoy  significant  environmental  and  economic 
benefits  made  possible  by  the  works  you  authorize  and  fund. 

Florida's  need  for  proper  water  resource  management  has  become  more  critical 
as  we  handle  the  demands  of  900  new  residents  each  day  and  almost  40  million  visitors 
each  year.  Each  day  over  1 1 1  thousand  additional  gallons  of  water  are  used  and  over  94 
thousand  additional  gallons  of  wastewater  are  produced.  We  are  in  the  process  of 
learning  from  and  correcting  environmental  mistakes  made  during  a  history  of 
explosive  growth  and  development.  Restoration  initiatives  are  being  implemented  in 
response  to  a  more  positive  understanding  of  the  impacts  that  our  development 
activities  have  had  on  our  natural  water  resources  and  ecosystems. 

I  will  make  some  comments  highlighting  some  of  the  projects  incorporated  in 
our  program  publication.  Under  the  category  of  Flood  Damage  Prevention  and  Water 
Supply,  funding  is  needed  for  one  of  the  nation's  largest  and  most  complex  water 
management  systems,  the  Central  and  Southern  Florida  Flood  Control  Project. 
Negative  trends  in  water  quality  in  Lake  Okeechobee  and  downstream  systems 
underscore  the  need  for  Federal,  State  and  Regional  participation  in  the  management  of 
the  Lake  and  the  entire  South  Florida  water  system.  Deterioration  in  the  Lake  is 
impacting  the  vital  wetland  ecosystem  of  the  entire  region,  including  the  Everglades 
and  Florida  Bay.  We  are  now  undertaking  massive  projects  to  reverse  this  devastation. 
We  need  both  your  fiscal  assistance  and  the  expertise  of  the  Corps  to  carry  out  this 
ambitious  restoration  program.  We  have  made  huge  commitments  of  state  resources  to 
accomplish  this  task  and  have  strived  to  have  a  true  partnership  with  other  federal 
agencies  involved.  The  task  is  challenging,  and  can  be  successfully  accomplished  with 
your  assistance. 
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The  Kissimmee  River  restoration  is  an  important  part  of  our  overall  strategy  in 
the  region.  The  Kissimmee  River,  as  it  currently  exists,  is  a  conduit  for  excessive 
nutrients  and  other  pollutants  to  flow  unrestricted  to  Lake  Okeechobee.  The  restoration 
of  the  River  to  its  former  meandering  path  and  the  re-flooding  of  former  floodplain 
wetlands  will  tremendously  enhance  the  water  quality  and  wildlife  habitat  values  of  this 
part  of  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  and  Lake  Okeechobee.  We  are  asking  for  20 
million  dollars  this  year  to  continue  this  massive  restoration  project.  The  State  has 
committed  over  25  million  dollars  since  1991  and  will  commit  millions  more  to 
purchase  channel  easements  and  floodplain.  The  citizens  of  the  region  have  contributed 
millions  in  local  tax  dollars  to  pay  for  planning  and  study  needed  to  design  the  project. 
We  must  all  move  forward  together  to  help  repair  the  damage  we  have  done.  We  are 
most  grateful  to  Congress  for  authorizing  this  project  and  urge  you  to  continue  to  fund 
the  federal  government's  role  as  a  full  partner  in  this  effort. 

We  strongly  support  the  Modified  Water  Delivery  to  Everglades  National  Park 
project  which  is  through  the  Department  of  Interior  and  contracted  to  the  Corps.  The 
project  involves  modifications  with  the  Central  and  Southern  Florida  Project,  resulting 
in  improved  water  flows  for  the  heavily  stressed  Everglades  National  Park.  We  are 
requesting  4.6  million  dollars  for  this  project. 

Another  major  component  of  the  Central  and  Southern  Flood  Control  Project, 
the  Upper  St.  Johns  River  Project,  is  a  non-structural  flood  control  project  which  is 
about  75%  complete.  The  project  will  reduce  flood  damages  and  increase  water 
supplies  for  municipal  use.  It  will  cdso  help  to  heal  the  riverine  system  by  enhancing 
wetlands,  restoring  historical  flow  patterns  in  the  River  and  natural  discharge 
fluctuations  to  the  Indian  River  Lagoon. 

Ports  are  extremely  important  to  Florida.  We  have  fourteen  deep  water  ports, 
which  include  some  of  the  nation's  busiest.  Import  and  export  traffic  helps  diversify 
our  economy.  Improvements  to  inlets  and  ports  are  ongoing  or  proposed  in  several 
areas.  At  Ponce  De  Leon  Inlet,  an  overall  study  is  underway  to  determine  how  the  inlet 
can  be  better  managed  to  provide  a  safer  and  more  stable  inlet.  These  types  of  projects 
are  critical  to  our  recreation  and  tourism  based  economy,  as  well  as  commercial  and 
industrial  traffic. 

The  Miami  River  Projects  proposes  to  dredge  polluted  bottom  sediments  from 
the  River.  This  will  help  to  correct  water  quality  problems  in  the  River  and  in  adjacent 
Biscayne  Bay  which  have  developed  over  many  years.  In  the  Water  Resource 
Development  Act  of  1986,  you  authorized  the  Corps  to  remove  the  sediments.  The 
Corps  evaluation  has  lead  to  an  agreement  to  accomplish  routine  maintenance  dredging 
of  the  navigation  channel,  which  will  remove  only  a  portion  of  the  contaminated 
sediments.  The  state  continues  to  request  the  Corp's  assistance  in  removing  all  the 
contaminated  sediments. 
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Beaches  are,  by  far,  the  largest  attraction  for  the  40  million  people  who  visit 
Florida  each  year.  We  have  800  miles  of  sandy  beaches  in  Florida.  About  218  miles  of 
those  beaches  are  experiencing  severe  erosion.  We  are  a  long  peninsula  stretching  down 
into  the  tropics,  and  these  beaches  also  serve  as  a  buffer  against  the  frequent  storms  and 
occasional  hurricane.  Prevention,  control  and  renourishment  of  these  valuable  resources 
is  critical  to  much  of  our  economic  base  and  public  safety.. 

Along  Florida's  Atlantic  Coast,  8  projects  are  proposed.  Along  Florida's  Gulf 
Coast,  projects  are  proposed  in  Panama  City  and  Pinellas  County.  Of  high  priority  is 
continued  funding  of  the  Coast  of  Florida  Erosion  and  Storm  Effects  Study.  We  are 
dependent  upon  the  expertise  of  the  Corps  in  helping  us  to  devise  an  effective  overall 
management  plan  for  our  beaches  that  the  Federal,  State  and  local  governments  can 
implement  and  afford. 

In  conclusion,  every  day  we  experience  a  constant  tension  between  the  quest  for 
economic  vitality  and  growth,  and  the  critical  need  to  protect  our  environment  and  be 
good  stewards  of  our  natural  resources.  We  express  our  gratitude  for  the  restoration 
initiatives  that  we  are  pursuing  in  partnership  with  you  and  the  agencies  you  fund.  We 
also  understand  that  the  ongoing  structural  projects  that  the  Corps  carries  out  in  the 
state  are  very  important  to  economic  vitality.  The  point  that  we  want  to  make  clear  in 
closing  is  that  these  two  needs  are  not  mutually  exclusive.  The  State  has  undergone  an 
major  reorganization  of  its  natural  resource  management  and  environmental  regulatory 
agencies  so  that  we  can  look  at  ecosystem  management  from  both  the  human 
perspective  and  the  needs  of  the  natural  system.  We  want  to  help  our  citizens  live  a 
healthy  and  fulfilling  life  in  a  state  with  healthy  natural  systems  that  provide  many 
water  resource  benefits  at  a  cost  we  can  all  afford.  I  thank  the  members  for  their 
consideration  of  our  requests. 
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PROGRAM  SUMMARY 


Florida's  Public  Works  Program  for  fiscal  year  1996  is  composed  of  23  projects 
grouped  into  the  categories  of  Flood  Damage  Prevention,  Navigation,  Shore 
Protection,  and  Environmental  Enhancement.  There  are  many  other  ongoing  efforts 
being  conducted  by  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  State  of 
Florida  appreciates  their  assistance  in  all  these  categories.  The  are  many  other  needs, 
however,  and  the  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  tries  to  assist  communities 
in  seeking  additional  assistance  through  a  coordinated  Public  Works  Program.  In  most 
cases,  State  and  Federal  environmental  permits  will  be  required  for  construction  of  the 
selected  projects.  Obtaining  such  permits  is  the  responsibility  of  the  local  sponsors.  The 
State  of  Florida's  request  for  Federal  funding  is  given  with  the  full  expectation  that 
projects  will  be  modified  as  necessary  to  comply  with  environmental  protection  criteria. 


FLOOD  DAMAGE  PREVENTION 

The  Central  and  South  Florida  Flood  Control  Project  (C&SF)  request  contains  several 
elements  vital  to  improving  water  management  and  restoring  environmental  quality  of 
degraded  natural  systems.  Continued  restoration  of  the  headwaters  of  the  South  Florida 
ecosystem,  the  Kissimmee  River,  is  essential  to  provide  flood  retention  and  clean  water 
to  Lake  Okeechobee.  Restoration  of  the  Everglades  through  land  acquisition, 
infrastructure  modifications  and  improved  operational  capabilities  is  a  high  priority 
initiative  that  must  be  continued  with  Federal  supp>ort.  And  requested  improvements  are 
needed  to  reestablish  proper  flows  to  Florida  Bay.  The  C&SF  Review  study  will 
examine  the  overall  C&SF  project  to  determine  what  structural  and  operational  changes 
are  needed  to  better  fulfill  the  expanded  project  objectives  of  comprehensive  water 
management  and  enhanced  environmental  protection.   Funding  in  the  amount  of 
$40,900,000  is  requested  for  FY  96. 

Efforts  to  restore  the  natural  hydrology  and  habitat  values  of  the  Upper  St.  Johns  have 
been  highly  successful  and  warrant  continued  Federal  support.  Funding  in  the  amount 
of  $5,  453,000  is  requested  for  FY  96.  Additional  projects  in  Flood  Damage 
Prevention  are  requested  for  regional  stormwater  management  systems  that  combine 
protection  from  flooding  with  improvements  in  water  qucdity. 
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NAVIGATION 


Improvements  to  inlets  and  ports  are  proposed  and  ongoing  in  several  navigation 
projects.  An  additional  project  is  proposed  at  Big  Sarasota  Pass.   At  Ponce  De  Leon 
Inlet,  an  overall  study  is  needed  to  determine  how  the  inlet  can  be  better  managed  to 
provide  a  safer  and  more  stable  inlet.  The  Miami  River  Cleanup  remains  a  high  priority 
for  the  community  and  the  State. 


SHORE  PROTECTION 

Severe  erosion  is  threatening  the  value  of  Florida's  sandy  shorelines  for  storm 
protection  and  public  recreation.  Dealing  effectively  with  such  erosion  is  of  high 
priority  in  order  to  protect  public  health  and  safety,  provide  high  quality  recreational 
opportunities  of  residents  and  maintain  a  strong  tourism  industry.  Along  Florida's 
Atlantic  Coast,  projects  are  proposed  ranging  from  Miami  to  Martin  County.  Along 
Florida's  Gulf  Coast,  projects  are  proposed  in  Bay  and  Pinellas  counties.  A  total  of 
nearly  $28  million  is  requested  12  shoreline  protection  projects.  In  addition,  continued 
funding  of  the  Coast  of  Florida  Erosion  and  Storm  Effects  Study  is  vital  to  the  overall 
effort  to  improve  management  of  sandy  beaches  and  associated  coastal  resources.  The 
expertise  of  the  Corps  cannot  be  duplicated  for  this  study. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ENHANCEMENT 

A  number  of  projects  included  in  other  categories  involve  major  environmental 
restoration  activities.  These  include  the  Central  and  South  Florida  Flood  Control 
Project,  Four  River  Basins-Ocklawaha  River,  Upper  St.  Johns  River  Basin,  and  Miami 
River  Cleanup.  There  remain  very  difficult  projects  where  communities  need  the 
expertise  and  ability  of  the  Corps.  Assistance  in  constructing  a  major  system  to  reuse 
treated  wastewater  on  golf  course,  parks  and  open  space  is  requested  for  the  City  of 
Lakeland.  Water  shortages  in  the  area  call  for  reduced  groundwater  pumping,  and  the 
discharge  of  wastewater  to  surface  water  bodies  causes  water  quality  problems.  This  is 
an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  how  to  best  manage  valuable  water  resources  to  the 
benefit  of  many. 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTIONS 


1.  CENTRAL  AND  SOUTH  FLORIDA  PROJECT  FOR  FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sponsor:  South  Florida  Water  Management  District 
County:  18  county  zirea 

Application  Type:  Study,  Design  and  Construction 
State  of  Florida  Request:  $40,900,000 

Description 

The  Central  and  South  Florida  Project  for  Flood  Control  (C&SF)  is  an  extensive 
system  of  water  control  works  first  authorized  by  Congress  in  1947.  The  project  area 
encompasses  approximately  17,930  square  miles  in  18  counties  and  includes  the  Kissimmee 
River  Basin,  Lake  Okeechobee,  the  Everglades  and  the  lower  east  coast  of  Florida. 
Originally  authorized  for  flood  control,  the  authorization  has  been  expanded  to  include 
storage,  conservation  and  distribution  of  water  resources,  navigation,  restoration  of  the 
Kissimmee  River,  delivery  of  water  to  the  Everglades  National  Park  and  preservation  of 
fish  and  wildlife.  Full  implementation  of  the  proposed  C&SF  project  in  needed  to  ensure 
that  general  hydrology,  water  qujility  and  associated  natural  resource  conditions  are 
improved  within  the  project  area.  The  following  1 1  project  components  are  requested  for 
FY  96. 

(1)  Bolles  and  Cross  Canal  Improvements         The  Bolles  and  Cross  canals  are  located 
in  the  Everglades  Agricultural  Area  between  the  Miami,  New  River  and  Hillsboro  canals. 
Flooding  problems  occur  due  to  limited  channel  capacity  to  convey  discharges  from 
adjoining  lands  after  major  storms.  Interbasin  transfers  of  stormwaters  is  expected  to 
alleviate  flooding  problems  and  also  improve  water  quality.  Planning  efforts  are  underway, 
The  funding  request  for  FY  1996  is  $1,000,000. 

(2)  C-51  West  Improvements  Project     The  West  Palm  Beach  Canal  (C-51)  drains  an 
area  of  164  square  miles  in  Palm  Beach  County.  The  western  portion  of  the  basin, 
containing  73  square  miles,  receives  lass  than  5-year  storm  frequency  flood  protection, 
compared  to  8-10  year  protection  for  the  eastern  ix)rtions.  Heavy  rainfall  in  the  western 
portion  had  resulted  in  localized  flooding.  A  Detailed  Design  Memorandum  for  the  West 
Features  was  completed  in  1992.  The  scope  of  work  and  funding  is  subject  to  the 
Everglades  Protection  Plan.  The  funding  request  for  FY  96  is  $1,500,000. 
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3)         C-1 1 1 /South  Dade  Project     Canal  1 1 1  is  located  in  southeastern  Dade  County  and 
was  constructed  to  provide  flood  control  and  navigation.  The  basin  is  primarily 
agricultural,   and  flooding  persists  due  to  periodic  major  storm  events.  Alteration  of 
wetlands  in  the  basin  have  affected  wildlife  productivity  and  habitat.  Surface  water 
discharge  to  Everglades  National  Park  and  northeast  Florida  Bay  is  poorly  distributed  and 
operational  releases  of  large  volume  of  freshwater  have  contributed  to  a  reduction  of 
marine  and  estuarine  productivity.  The  objectives  of  this  project  are  to  provide  flood 
control  benefits  to  agricultural  interests,  restore  sheet  flow  to  the  marsh  adjacent  to  C-Ul 
and  northeast  Florida  Bay  via  Everglades  National  Park,  reduce  large  freshwater  flows  to 
Barnes  Sound  and  minimize  impacts  on  historic  resources.  The  project  scope  and 
alternatives  are  included  in  the  new  General  Design  Memorandum  being  prepared.  The 
funding  request  is  $1,000,000. 

(4)  Central  and  South  Florida  Project  For  Flood  Control  Review  Study 

The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  reexamine  the  C&SF  in  order  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
structural  or  operational  changes  to  the  project  to  fulfill  its  multiple  purposes  which  include 
flood  protection,  maintaining  water  supplies,  protection  of  water  quality  and  environmental 
enhancement.  Since  the  project  was  developed  in  the  late  1940's  a  number  of  structural  and 
operation  changes  have  been  made.  There  is  increasing  concern  over  the  continued  rapid 
growth  in  the  lower  east  coast  and  the  increasing  demands  for  water  to  supply  municipal, 
industrial,  agricultural  and  environmental  needs,  as  well  as  the  ecological  health  of  Lake 
Okeechobee,  Florida  Bay  and  the  coastal  estuaries.  The  July  1991  settlement  agreement 
between  the  United  States,  Florida  and  the  SFWMD  commits  the  Corps  to  cooperate  in 
modifications  to  the  C&SF  to  support  the  objectives  of  the  agreement.  The  multiple  use 
objectives  and  conflicts  caused  by  the  competition  for  water  resources  requires  an  in-depth 
study  to  determine  if  modification  are  required.  The  funding  request  if  for  $1,000,000. 

(5)  Everglades  Restoration  The  1991  Maijory  Stoneman  Douglas  Everglades 
Protection  Act  directed  the  SFWMD  to  develop  and  implement  a  comprehensive  program 
for  restoration  and  protection  of  water  quality  in  the  Everglades  ecosystem.  The 
SWTWMD  seeks  the  partnership  of  the  Federal  government  for  the  planning,  design,  land 
acquisition  and  construction  of  project  elements  necessary  to  restore  and  protect  the 
Everglades  ecosystem.  Planning  and  design  efforts  are  currently  under  way.  The  funding 
request  is  $10,000,000. 

(6)  Herbert  Hoover  Dike  Stability  Analysis       The  Corps  has  completed  revetment  for 
areas  of  the  dike  where  significant  erosion  has  occurred.  A  dike  stability  analysis  is 
necessary  to  determine  the  extent  and  location  of  seepage  which  may  be  jeopardizing  the 
integrity  of  the  dike.  The  results  of  this  analysis  will  indicate  whether  a  more  detailed 
engineering  investigation  is  requires  to  assess  alternatives  to  prevent  undermining  of  the 
dike.  The  funding  request  is  $600,000. 
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(7)  Kissimmee  River  Restoration  This  project  is  in  Highlands,  Okeechobee,  Osceola  and 
Polk  Counties.  The  United  States  Congress  authorized  the  Kissimmee  River  Restoration 
project  in  1992.  The  project  includes  the  Headwaters  Revitalization  which  modifies  upper 
basin  features  to  provide  a  more  natural  hydroperiod  to  the  river,  and  backfilling  of  22 
contiguous  miles  of  Canal  38.  The  project  will  restore  40  square  miles  of  river  and 
floodplain  habitat  and  26,500  acres  of  wetlands.  This  habitat  will  be  used  by  over  300 
species  including  the  endangered  bald  eagle,  wood  stork  and  snail  kite.  Construction  is 
scheduled  to  begin  in  the  summer  of  1996,  and  the  first  phase  of  backfilling  in  1997. 
Funding  request  is  $20,000,000. 

(8)  Lake  Istopoga  General  Reevaluation  Report  The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954 
authorized  construction  and  operation  of  facilities  to  regulate  water  levels  in  Lake  Istopoka, 
yet  not  all  facilities  have  been  constructed,  and  properly  operated.  Flood  control  problems 
have  persisted  in  the  basin  since  the  completion  of  the  C&SF  project  works.  Also,  prior 
efforts  did  not  consider  the  effects  of  the  Kissimmee  River  restoration  project  on  existing 
structures  in  the  basin.  The  objectives  of  the  study  are  to  identify  modifications  or 
additions  to  the  Lake  Istopoka  basin  project  works  to  reduce  flooding  in  the  basin  and  to 
address  environmental  concerns  over  the  general  water  management  plan.  Thee  funding 
request  is  $500,000. 

(9)  Modified  Water  Delivery  to  East  Everglades  National  Park 

Construction  of  flood  control  levees  by  the  C&SF  project  has  caused  significant 
hydrologic  imbalance  and  greatly  reduced  sheet  flow  to  Shark  River  Slough  (SRS),  the 
dominant  hydrologic  feature  in  the  eastern  part  of  Everglades  National  Park.  The 
Everglades  National  Park  Protection  and  Expansion  Act  authorizes  structural  and 
operational  modifications  to  the  C&SF  project  to  restore  natural  hydrologic  conditions  and 
enhance  the  natural  resources  of  SRS.  The  proposed  plan  will  alter  the  timing,  volume  and 
location  of  water  deliveries  to  SRS.  This  initiative  is  one  element  of  the  overall  effort  to 
protect  the  Park  through  improved  water  management  and  land  acquisition.  The 
Department  of  Interior  is  expected  to  request  $4,600,000  for  FY  96. 

(10)  St.  Lucie  Canal  Stabilization  The  St.  Lucie  Canal  connects  Lake  Okeechobee  with 
the  south  fork  of  the  St.  Lucis  Estuary  in  Martin  County.  Water  flow  has  caused  erosion, 
downstream  sedimentation  problems  and  shoaling  in  some  areas,  creating  navigation 
hazards.  Corps  staff  are  evaluating  alternatives  to  remedy  this  problem  and  proposed 
solutions  are  expected  in  the  near  future.  The  funding  request  is  $100,000. 

(11)  Manatee  Protection      Endangered  Florida  manatees  have  been  accidentally  caught 
and  drowned  during  the  operation  of  the  water  control  structures,  gates  and  locks  in  the 
C&SF.  The  large,  slow  moving  mammals  are  attracted  to  fresh  water  environments, 
bringing  them  into  contact  with  the  structures.  A  Manatee  Protection  Task  Force  composed 
of  federal,  state  and  local  entities  has  worked  with  the  SFWMD  to  help  design  a  system  of 
devices  that  will  automatically  stop  a  gate,  or  lock  and  reverse  it  to  release  manatees  on 
contact.  The  devices  will  be  installed  at  20  locks  and  gates.  The  requested  funding  is 
$600,000. 

3. 
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2.  Upper  St.  Johns  River  Basin 

(Central  and  Southern  Florida  Flood  Control  Project) 

Sponsor:  St.  Johns  River  Water  Management  District 

County:  Multiple 

Application  Type:  Construction 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $5,453,000 

Description 

This  project  is  designed  to  restore  the  natural  hydrology  of  the  2,000  square  mile 
Upper  St.  Johns  River  Basin  that  has  been  severely  altered  by  drainage  for  agricultural 
purposes.  The  drainage  alterations  destroyed  vast  areas  of  marshlands  and  have  caused 
increased  flood  levels  during  periods  of  high  rainfall  and  severe  droughts  during  periods  of 
low  rainfall.  These  alterations  have  also  adversely  affected  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
freshwater  discharge  to  the  Indian  River  Lagoon. 

Restoration  activities  include  construction  of  retention  areas,  altering  existing 
manmade  drainage  systems  and  creating  and  preserving  floodplain  marshlands.   The  GDM 
and  several  detailed  designs  have  been  approved  and  project  construction  is  about  75  % 
complete. 

3.  St.  Johns  River  Basin  Water  Quality  Management 

Sponsor:  St.  Johns  River  Water  Management  District 

County  :  Parts  of  12  counties 

Application  Type:  Study 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $600,000 

Description 

A  water  quality  study  was  authorized  by  the  1984  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 
Act  which  directed  the  Corps  to  develop  an  interim  water  quality  management  plan  for  the 
St.  Johns  River  Basin.  Continuation  of  this  study  is  requested  in  conjunction  with  state  and 
local  implementation  of  a  Surface  Water  Improvement  and  Management  Plan.  Continuation 
of  the  study  will  be  a  cooperative  effort  designed  to  complement  and  not  duplicate  existing 
efforts.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  study  will  develop  pollution  load  reductions  and  water 
quality  goals  for  the  basin,  establish  a  monitoring  program  to  evaluate  progress  in  each  of 
the  segments  ,  and  recommend  specific  actions  to  ensure  goals  are  met. 

The  St.  Johns  River  has  exhibited  many  water  quality  problems,  as  demonstrated  by  fish 
kills,  algae  blooms  and  water  quality  monitoring.  This  study,  along  with  information 
obtained  from  a  multi-agency  study  of  diseased  fish  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  river  will 
develop  an  overall  plan  to  address  these  problems.  The  result  will  provide  important 
benefits  to  regional  economics,  aesthetics,  recreation  and  fisheries. 
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4.   Four  Rivers  Basins  Project 

(Ocklawaha  River  Restoration/Sunnyhill  Farms) 

Sponsor:  St.  Johns  River  Water  Management  District 

County:  Marion 

Application  Type:  Construction 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $2,000,000 

Description 

Sunnyhill  Farm  is  located  on  the  western  edge  of  the  Ocala  National  Forest  within 
the  historic  floodplain  of  the  Ocklawaha  River.  Agricultural  fields,  which  comprise  the 
majority  of  the  3,900  acre  site,  were  at  one  time  subject  to  periodic  inundation  by  the 
river.  Agricultural  drainage  works  and  construction  of  canals  and  levees  as  part  of  the 
Cross  Florida  Barge  Canal  have  resulted  in  the  site  being  entirely  removed  from  the  effects 
of  natural  overflow  of  the  river. 

The  St.  Johns  River  Water  Management  District  (SJRWMD)  acquired  the  site  under 
Florida's  Save  Our  Rivers  Program  and  has  developed  a  Surface  Water  Improvement  and 
Management  Plan   for  the  Ocklawaha  River.  The  restoration  plan  includes  removal  of 
levees,  diversion  of  flow  from  the  C-231  Canal  through  the  site  and  reestablishment  of 
historic  river  channel.  The  SJRWMD  is  seeking  Federal  funding  and  assistance  to 
implement  project  construction. 


5.   Phillippi  Creek  Regional  Stormwater  Facility 

Sponsor:  Sarasota  Co.  Transportation  Department; 

Stormwater  Environmental  Utility 
County:  Sarasota 
Application  Type:  Construction 
State  of  Florida  Request:  $2,000,000 

Description 

In  1964,  the  Corps  recommended  over  $7,000,000  in  flood  control  improvements 
in  Phillippi  Creek.  Most  of  the  recommendations  were  not  implemented,  and  extensive 
flooding  occurred  in  1992.   Sarasota  County  has  purchased  a  306  acre  farm  site  in  the 
historic  floodplain  of  Phillippi  Creek  for  development  of  a  Regional  Stormwater  Storage 
Facility,  has  completed  a  Phillippi  Creek  Basin  Master  Plan  Study,  and  commenced 
preliminary  design  analysis.  The  County  is  requested  federal  assistance  for  construction  of 
this  flood  control  project. 
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6.  City  of  Titusville  Stormwater  Improvements 

Sponsor:  City  of  Titusville 
County:  Brevard 
Application  Type:  Construction 
State  of  Florida  Reuse:  $1,000,000 

Description 

The  project  involves  improvement  to  the  existing  conveyance  system  which  is  the 
outfall  for  a  686  acre  watershed  in  northeast  Titusville.  The  project  would  relieve  flooding 
of  streets  and  structures  and  provide  water  quality  treatment  for  stormwaters  prior  to  being 
released  to  the  Indian  River  Lagoon.  The  Indian  River  Lagoon  is  in  the  National  Estuary 
Program  and  improvements  to  stormwater  systems  has  been  identified  as  a  major 
component  to  protecting  the  Lagoon.  This  project  would  allow  the  City  to  improve  water 
quality  at  the  same  time  as  it  improves  flood  protection  to  existing  infrastructure. 


558 


LEGEND 

Pt^  bou£S  jc  cross  canal 
p?^  c-51  improvements 

fyi    C-111    /  S.   OADE  aOOD  CONTROL 

n^    HERBERT  HOOVER  DIKE   - 
1    *    1  STABIUTY  ANALYSIS 

[y[    KISSIUMEE  RIVER  RESTORATION 

fy[    LAKE  ISTOKPOGA 

P^J^   MOOIRED   WATER  DEUVERY 

ST 

STABIUZATION 


C   *  SF  REVIEW 
E\«RGl>D£S  RESTORATION 
MANATEE  PROTECTION   PROJECT 


C93-nr96.0WG 


FY  96    PUBUC  -WORKS    PROGRAM   PROJECTS 


559 


ARKA   OF  DETAIL 


LAKE 
OKEECHOBEE 


CVy-BOlS.D-WC 


BOLLES   &  CROSS   CANALS   IMPROVEMENTS   PROJECTS 

8. 


560 


AREAOFDErAL 


C-51  BASIN 


MUrONMlTD 


OF 
HOYAL 
PALU 


BEACH      L 

;^ □■ 


WBJLNOTON 
DB.MMTS>APEA 


C-51   WEST  PROJECT 


561 


EiBSSZ 


ft  10 


AREA  OF  DETAIL 


3     s    ^^% 


TAUAKI  TSAIL 


CW-CU1.DT0 


C-111   /  SOUTH  DADE  PROJECT 


562 


^ 

1 

C93-EVER.DWG 


EVERGLADES  RESTORATION  AREA 


^w^ 


ARXA  OP  DRAIL 


EiE3 


•  TK.;     MARTIN  Ca 


■•Toy  PALM  BKACH  CO. 


HERBERT  HOOVER   DIKE  STABILITY  ANALYSIS 

12. 


564 


UPPER 
BASIN 


fU 


LOWER 
BASIN 


0  5  10 

SCALE  (MILES) 


COS-nSS.DTC 


KISSIMMEE    RIVER   RESTORATION 


565 


-^1  r^\ 

\ 

1^ 

"L 

«n    1 

■^  ^A 

'—   t 

SR£A  OF  DETTAn. 

co^UBS.Din; 


LAKE  ISTOKPOGA  BASIN  STUDY 

14. 


566 


fi  10 


AREA  OF  DETAIL 


a      a     S3  Hfy 

V   o>  til        n  ii    ^.  j's 


S-334 

HPRTHKAST 

SHARK  RTTZR 

SU)UGH    ^ 


^ 


TAUIAKI  TRilL 


1® 


&6  SO.  unzs 

RZSmKNTUL  IRU 


CSS-MODTDTTC 


MODIFIED   WATER  DELIVERIES 


EAST  ENP 


567 


AREA  or  DXTAIL 


LAKE 
OKEECHOBEE 


PATM  BKACH  CO. 


COT- Sirs.  DIG 


12/22/OT 


ST.    LUCIE' CANAL  STABILIZATION 


568 


0--  VOLUSIA 


\'',  "v 


Sl    Jonns,    River 

Water    Management    District 

Palatka  ,  Florida 


'^  SEM 


/ 


\       1        ^\    % 


569 


LOWER  ST.  JOHNS  RIVER  BASIN 


570 


571 


PHILLIPPI  CREEK 

PROJECT  SITE  PLAN 


p  19E 


572 


PB« 


■  POST.  BUCKLEY.  SCHUH  &.  |£RNIG^N.  INC. 
'  ■  AREAOC 

V#JERSHED  LOOmON  MAP 


FIGURE 
2-1 


573 


7.  Big  Sarasota  Pass 

Sponsor:  Sarasota  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  Sarasota 

Application  Type:  PE  &  D 

Sute  of  Florida  Request:  $200,000 

Description 

Big  Sarasota  Pass  has  been  identified  by  the  Corps  as  one  of  two  Gulf  Coast  passes 
that  could  be  improved  and  incorporated  into  the  Intracoastal  Waterway.  Improvements 
proposed  by  Sarasota  County  call  for  dredging  through  an  outer  shoal  to  create  a  2,400 
foot  long  by  200  foot  wide  channel  with  a  10-foot  depth.  Spoil  material  would  be 
distributed  along  a  highly  eroded  section  of  beach  south  of  the  pass.  The  dredged  channel 
is  expected  to  provide  improved  access  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  for  both  pleasure  and 
commercial  vessels. 

Funding  for  this  project  has  not  been  supported  by  the  Corps  because  of  a 
determination  that  the  benefits  would  be  primarily  to  recreational  boating  interests.  Current 
benefit/cost  evaluations  do  not  value  this  activity  equally  to  commercial  and  industrial 
shipping,  even  though  it  is  an  economic  mainstay  of  many  Florida  communities. 

8.  Miami  River  Cleanup 

Sponsor:  Dade  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  Dade 

Application  Type:  PE  &  D 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $22,000,000 

Description 

The  project  proposes  to  remove  contaminated  sediments  from  the  Miami 
River/Seybold  Canal  and  to  maintain  the  federally  authorized  channel  depth  of  15  feet. 
Contaminated  sediments  are  degrading  river  water  quality  and  are  impacting  the  ecological 
health  of  Biscayne  Bay.  The  City  of  Miami  and  Dade  County  have  made  improvements  to 
remove  the  sources  of  contamination,  and  removal  of  the  sediments  would  significantly 
help  to  restore  the  values  of  the  Miami  River  and  Biscayne  Bay  for  commerce  and 
recreation. 

The  Water  Resources  Act  of  1986  authorized  the  Corps  to  proceed  with  removal  of 
the  contaminated  sediments  in  both  the  Miami  River  and  Seybold  Canal.  However  the 
Corps  has  limited  their  actions  to  maintenance  of  the  navigation  channel  under  their 
Operations  and  Maintenance  program,  pending  location  of  the  final  spoil  disposal  site.  The 
County  continues  to  request  Corps  participation  in  removal  of  all  the  contaminated 
sediments. 

22. 
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9.  Ponce  De  Leon  Inlet 

Sponsor:  Ponce  De  Leon  Port  Authority 

County:  Volusia 

Application  Type:  Study 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $245,000 

Descriptipn 

A  federal  navigation  project  was  completed  at  Ponce  De  Leon  Inlet  in  1972.  The 
project  consists  of  an  entrance  channel  flanked  by  rock  jetties,  with  the  north  jetty 
containing  a  weir  section  connected  to  an  impoundment  basin  designed  to  trap  littoral 
sediments.  Interior  channels  were  dredged  to  connect  the  entrance  channel  with  the 
Intracoastal  Waterway. 

Erosion,  shoaling  and  migration  of  the  channel  has  occurred  and  there  have  been  a 
number  of  groundings.  A  Reconnaissance  Report  was  completed  in  January,  1993  and  a 
Feasibility  Study  is  underway  to  determine  how  the  project  can  be  modified  to  provide  a 
more  stable  and  safer  inlet.  The  funding  request  is  to  continue  the  Feasibility  Study. 


10.  Broward  County  Beach  Renourishment 

Sponsor:  Broward  County  Office  of  Natural  Resource  Protection 

County:  Broward 

Application  Type:  Study 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $450,000 

Description 

The  proposed  project  is  the  renourishment  of  5  miles  of  Pompano  Beach,  including 
a  section  adjacent  to  the  town  of  Lauderdale-by-the-Sea.  The  shoreline  in  this  segment  has 
receded  an  average  of  1 1  feet  per  year  since  it  was  last  renourished  in  1983. 
Renourishment  is  required  to  protect  upland  improvements  from  storm  damage  and  to 
maintain  the  recreational  and  tourism  values  of  the  beach.  Property  in  the  are  has  been 
assessed  at  over  $680  million  and  included  houses,  condominiums,  hotels  and  businesses. 

A  Section  934  Study  Reevaluation  Report  with  Environmental  Assessment  for 
Segment  II  of  the  Broward  County  Shore  Protection  Project  has  been  prepared,  and 
recommends  extending  federal  financial  participation  in  the  project  until  2020.  Funding  is 
requested  for  the  project  design  studies. 
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1 1 .   Coast  of  Florida  Erosion  and  Storm  Effects 

Sponsor:  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 

County:  Statewide 

Application  Type:  Study 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $750,000 

Description 

This  is  a  continuation  of  a  statewide  study  of  the  status  and  dynamics  of  coastal 
processes  affecting  Florida's  beaches.  The  coast  of  Florida,  which  includes  800  miles  of 
high-quality  beaches,  is  an  extremely  valuable  natural  resource.  The  damage  inflicted  by 
hurricanes  on  Florida's  central  and  northern  Gulf  Coast  in  1985  and  the  lower  east  coast  in 
1992  validates  the  need  for  the  study. 

The  Coast  of  Florida  Erosion  and  Storm  Effects  study  is  providing  vital  information 
for  coastal  resource  management  on  a  regional  basis  for  the  first  time.  The  technical  basis 
for  assess  future  coastal  changes  is  improved  by  systematically  collecting  the  essential  data 
and  identifying  the  factors  that  cause  coastal  changes.  The  first  phase  of  the  study  covered 
92  miles  of  shoreline  in  Palm  Beach,  Broward  and  Dade  counties.  The  second  phase  has 
commenced  and  will  cover  Martin,  St.  Lucie,  Indian  River  and  Brevard  Counties.  There 
will  be  five  phases  in  all.  Funding  is  requested  to  continue  this  comprehensive  study. 


12.  Dade  County  Beach  Renourishment 

Sponsor:  Metropolitan  Dade  County 
County:  Dade 

Application  Type:  Construction 
State  of  Florida  Request:  $5,000,000 

Description 

The  Dade  County  Beach  Erosion  Control  and  Hurricane  Protection  project  is  based 
upon  a  program  of  periodic  renourishment  of  the  13  mile  long  beach  on  an  as-needed 
basis.  In  1987,  the  first  scheduled  maintenance  project  was  completed  and  included  four 
segments  of  shoreline  totaling  2.4  miles.  In  1990,  a  second  maintenance  project  was 
conducted  along  0.8  miles  of  beach  in  Bal  Harbor.  A  third  maintenance  renourishment 
project  is  scheduled  for  implementation  in  two  phases  in  the  Spring  of  1994  and  1995.  This 
request  of  intended  to  provide  for  the  estimated  federal  share  of  the  renourishment  needs  in 
1996.  The  request  is  for  $5,000,000. 


27. 
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13.  Fort  Pierce  Beach  Shore  Protection 

Sponsor:  St.  Lucie  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  St.  Lucie 

Application  Type:  PE  &  D 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $148,000 

Description 

The  proposed  project  will  renourish  2.3  miles  of  beach  south  of  the  Fort  Pierce 
Inlet.  The  sand  transfer  dynamics  of  the  inlet,  flanked  by  both  a  north  and  south  jetty, 
results  in  accumulation  of  sand  north  of  the  inlet  and  severe  erosion  south  of  it.  Several 
beach  renourishment  projects  have  been  conducted  in  the  past  to  protect  upland  property 
improvements  and  two  public  parks. 

Federal  participation  for  a  1.3  mile  segment  expired  in  1986.  A  Section  934 
Reevaluation  Report  has  been  completed  and  the  County  is  requesting  inclusion  of  an 
additional  mile.  This  request  for  $148,000  would  provide  for  evaluation  of  the  feasibility 
of  the  project  extension. 


14.  Indian  River  County  Erosion  Control 

Sponsor:  Indian  River  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  Indian  River 

Application  Type:  PE  «&  D 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $450,000 

Description 

The  proposed  project  would  renourish  between  2  and  3  miles  of  beach  along  the 
northern  shoreline  of  Vero  Beach.  Upland  development  in  the  project  area  includes  hotels, 
condominiums,  single  family  residences  and  parks.  Severe  erosion  has  caused  the 
destruction  of  upland  improvements  and  has  resulted  in  the  construction  of  numerous 
bulkheads  and  seawalls  The  County  has  initiated  with  its  own  funds  an  experimental 
submerged  breakwater  (PEP  Reef)  project  to  help  evaluate  alternative  solutions  that  will 
reduce  erosion  problems  while  protecting  the  environment.  The  community  is  concerned 
about  hardbottom  habitats  in  the  area  and  turtle  nesting  disruption.  The  Corps  has 
determined  that  a  General  Reevaluation  Review  is  needed.  The  request  is  to  complete  the 
review  and  pursue  preliminary  design  of  the  renourishment  project. 
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15.  Martin  County  4-Mile  Beach  Renourishment 

Sponsor:  Martin  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  Martin 

Application  Type:  Construction 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $4,730,200 

Description 

The  proposed  project  will  restore  4  miles  of  beach  along  the  northern  shore  of 
Martin  County  on  Hutchinson  Island,  providing  for  increased  storm  protection  and 
improved  recreational  access.  It  is  anticipated  that  subsequent  renourishment  will  be 
required  at  8  year  intervals  to  replace  erosion  losses.  Marine  turtle  nesting  and  presence  of 
hardbottom  habitat  require  the  renourishment  activities  be  carefully  designed. 

The  project  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1990.  A  General  Design  Memorandum 
has  been  prepared  and  the  County  requests  funding  for  construction. 


16.       Boca  Raton  Beach  Renourishment 

Sponsor:  City  of  Boca  Raton 

County:  Palm  Beach 

Application  Type:  PE  &  D 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $2,482,700 

Description 

The  request  is  for  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  work  needed  to  renourish 
1.5  miles  of  beach  fronting  the  City  of  Boca  Raton  in  southern  Palm  Beach  County.  The 
area  was  initially  renourished  in  1988.  Shoreline  in  the  area  is  subject  to  severe  erosion  and 
public  facilities  have  been  damaged  by  recent  storm  events.  The  1988  project  resulted  in 
unanticipated  damage  to  nearshore  reefs.  Design  changes  must  be  incorporated  to  ensure 
that  such  damages  do  not  occur  in  the  future. 
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17.  Jupiter  Beach  and  Carlin  Park  Renourishment 

Sponsor:  Palm  Beach  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
County:  Pa]m  Beach 
Application  Type:  Construction 
State  of  Florida  Request:  $1,707,900 

Description 

The  proposed  project  will  place  sand  fill  along  1 .08  miles  of  beach  south  of  Jupiter 
Inlet,  of  which  4,650  feet  are  in  Jupiter  Beach  Park  and  Carlin  Park.  The  beaches  south  of 
the  inlet  have  experienced  severe  erosion  for  many  years,  with  shoreline  loss  averaging  16 
feet  per  year  in  recent  years.  Erosion  control  structures  such  as  groins  have  been 
ineffective.  Erosion  has  caused  the  total  loss  of  upland  improvements  at  Jupiter  Beach 
Park.  The  renourished  beach  will  provide  storm  protection  and  improve  recreational 
opportunities.  The  project  is  part  of  the  overall  Palm  Beach  County  renourishment  program 
and  is  authorized  for  local  construction  with  reimbursement  by  the  Federal  government. 


18.  Ocean  Ridge  Beach  Renourishment 

Sponsor:  Palm  Beach  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
County:  Palm  Beach 
Application  Type:  Construction 
State  of  Florida  Request:  $4,120,000 

Description 

This  project  is  a  part  of  the  overall  Palm  Beach  County  renourishment  program 
authorized  for  local  construction  with  reimbursement  by  the  Federal  government.  This 
beach  has  a  history  of  severe  erosion  and  numerous  control  structures  have  been  built  to 
protect  upland  properties.  State  Road  AlA  is  constantly  threatened.  The  Lake  Worth  Inlet 
sand  bypassing  plant  provides  some  sand,  but  renourishment  is  necessary.  The  County  has 
prepared  a  General  Design  Memorandum  and  updated  the  proposal  to  include  placement  of 
stabilizing  structure,  mitigation  for  habitat  loss  and  removal  of  derelict  structures. 
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19.  Panama  City  Beaches 

Sponsor:  Bay  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  Bay 

Application  Type:  PE  &  D 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $500,000 

Description 

The  objective  of  this  project  is  to  provide  a  long  term  restoration  and  maintenance 
program  for  approximately  18  miles  of  beach  extending  from  St.  Andrews  Bay  Inlet  to 
Phillips  Inlet.  Beaches  in  this  area  have  been  badly  eroded  by  storm  events,  with  several 
beachfront  structures  destroyed  and  US  Highway  98  threatened.  The  Corps  has  completed 
a  favorable  Feasibility  Report  and  the  local  sponsor  will  fund  the  local  share  through  the 
taxing  authority  of  the  Tourist  Development  Council.  The  request  is  for  the  Corps  to 
proceed  with  preconstruction  engineering  and  design. 


20.  North  Redington  Beach  and  Redington  Shores  Beach  Renourishment 

Sponsor:  Pinellas  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  Pinellas 

Application  Type:  Construction 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $2,000,000 

Description 

Pinellas  County  proposed  to  renourish  0.9  miles  of  beach  on  Sand  Key  within  the 
Towns  of  North  Redington  Beach  and  Redington  Shores.  Significant  erosion  has  occurred 
since  this  section  of  beach  was  renourished  in  1991.  Periodic  renourishment  of  Sand  Key 
was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1986.  Extensive  areas  of  hardbottom  habitat  are  found  in 
the  area  and  activities  must  be  carefully  designed  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  such 
habitat.  Renourishment  will  result  in  improved  storm  protection  for  public  and  private 
properties  and  will  enhance  recreation  and  tourism. 
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21.  North  Sand  Key  Beach  Renourishment 

Sponsor:  Pinellas  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  Pinellas 

Application  Type:  Construction 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $4,520,000 

Description 

This  portion  of  the  Sand  Key  renourishment  proposal  has  recently  been  modified  to 
remove  those  segments  in  Belleair  Beach  and  Belleair  Shores.  The  portion  for  the  City  of 
Clearwater  is  requested  for  renourishment  in  the  fiscal  year.  Continuing  erosion  is 
undermining  seawalls  and  increasing  the  risk  of  storm  damage  to  upland  infrastructure. 
Pinellas  County  is  sponsoring  a  study  to  quantify  the  resources  located  in  the  nearshore 
area. 

22.  Upham  Park  Erosion  Control 

Sponsor:  Pinellas  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

County:  Pinellas 

Application  Type:  Construction 

State  of  Florida  Request:  $1,800,000 

Description 

The  proposed  project  calls  for  periodic  transfer  of  sand  across  Blind  Pass  vis 
dredging  combined  with  construction  of  a  groin  at  the  southern  end  of  Upham  Park  on 
Long  Key.  Existing  sand  transfer  dynamics  have  resulted  in  extensive  shoaling  in  Blind 
Pass  and  severe  erosion  of  beaches  to  the  south  of  the  pass.  Periodic  dredging  of  the  shoals 
with  sand  deposited  on  the  beach  at  Upham  Park,  in  conduction  with  the  groin  is  expected 
to  stabilize  the  situation,  possibly  improving  navigation  through  the  pass  and  improving  the 
recreational  value  of  the  beach  at  Upham  Park.  The  Corps  is  conducting  a  Limited 
Reevaluation  Report  with  will  consider  continuation  of  Federal  participation  in  Pinellas 
County  beach  projects. 
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TO   SANDPIPER    GOLF   COURSE 


TO   TIGERTOWN 


NORTHSIDE    WATER    RECLAMATION    FACILITY    REUSE    PROJECT 
CITY    OF    LAKELAND    PUBLIC    WORKS    DEPT..    WASTEWATER    DIV. 
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Mr.  Foley.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  How  much 
time  is  remaining? 

Mr.  Myers.  Fifteen  minutes. 

Mr.  Foley.  We  were  still  expecting  Mr.  Gibbons  to  arrive  and 
give  testimony,  but  obviously  if  he  does  not,  we  will  submit  it  for 
the  record. 

I  guess  I  would  like  to  highlight  the  testimony  today.  We  are  ob- 
viously very  concerned  about  beach  renourishment  funding.  Chair- 
man Young  will  have  an  item  in  there  and  I  believe  the  only  item 
on  Pinellas  Beach  renourishment,  that  I  would  like  to  emphasize, 
we  are  extremely  dependent  on  tourism  in  our  State  as  well  as  the 
quality  of  life,  and  those  beaches  are  a  prime  part  of  that  effort. 

There  are  other  issues  that  may  come  before  this  committee  as 
time  develops  as  we  continue  to  work  on  the  Everglades  Restora- 
tion Plan.  We  have  run  into  a  few  problems  on  tribal  lands  where 
we  are  flooding  their  properties.  So  we  will  probably  be  approach- 
ing you  with  some  requests  on  trying  to  minimize  damage  to  their 
properties.  But  there  are  a  number  of  things  as  we  continue  to 
move  forward. 

The  Kissimmee  River  is  progressing  quite  well,  and  we  are  just 
very,  very  delighted  that  this  committee  has  been  so  supportive  of 
Florida's  efforts.  We  have  a  unique  opportunity  as  a  delegation, 
both  Democrats  and  Republicans,  to  work  for  the  common  good  of 
our  State.  We  are  very  cohesive  on  these  issues,  and  very  appre- 
ciative of  your  time.  So  on  behalf  of  Chairman  Young,  Mr.  Deut- 
sche, Ms.  Fowler,  Mr.  Goss,  Mr.  Mica,  Mr.  Scarborough  and  Mr. 
Shaw,  who  have  submitted  for  the  record  and  the  remaining  Mem- 
bers of  the  Florida  Congressional  Delegation,  I  thank  you  for  your 
time  this  morning. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  the  Honorable  Harry  Johnston 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

March  22,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 
Water  Development  for  providing  the  Members  of  the  Florida 
Delegation  this  opportunity  to  share  our  concerns  regarding  the 
State  of  Florida's  water  resource  needs  for  Fiscal  Year  1996. 
While  I  regret  that  I  cannot  deliver  my  comments  in  person,  I 
would  appreciate  your  including  the  following  testimony  for  the 
record. 

I  also  would  like  to  extend  my  appreciation  to  the  Florida 
Department  of  Environmental  Regulation  for  assembling  a  very 
useful  summary  of  the  projects  that  are  essential  to  Florida's 
water  resource  management. 

This  year,  I  am  very  pleased  to  inform  the  subcommittee  that 
we  are  more  certain  than  ever  before  that  we  will  shortly  see 
progress  toward  ensuring  the  future  health  and  viability  of 
Florida's  environment  and  economy.   As  you  may  recall,  the  1991 
Marjorie  Stoneman  Douglas  Everglades  Protection  Act  directed  the 
South  Florida  Water  Management  District  to  develop  and  implement 
a  comprehensive  program  for  restoration  and  protection  of  water 
quality  in  the  Everglades  Ecosystem.   The  South  Florida  Water 
Management  District  continues  to  seek  the  partnership  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  planning,  design,  land  acquisition  and 
construction  of  project  elements  necessary  to  restore  and  protect 
the  Everglades  Ecosystem.   (Planning  and  design  efforts  are 
currently  undervay.)   The  State  of  Florida's  funding  request, 
which  I  could  not  support  more  strongly,  is  $10,000,000. 

As  you  know,  the  Central  and  Southern  Florida  Flood  Control 
Project  (C&SF)  is  an  extensive  system  of  water  control  works 
first  authorized  by  Congress  in  1947.   This  system,  the  largest 
in  the  nation,  now  encompasses  over  eighteen  counties  and 
includes  the  Kissimmee  River  Basin,  Lake  Okeechobee  and  the 
Everglades.   The  goal  of  the  C&SF  is  to  provide  for  improved 
storage,  conservation,  and  distribution  of  water  throughout  the 
project  area.   The  system  serves  to  protect  the  southeastern 
region  from  salt  water  intrusion,  flooding,  and  hurricane  damage. 
It  ensures  a  safe  and  sufficient  water  supply,  protects  vital 
agricultural  areas,  and  sustains  the  Florida  wetlands  ecosystem. 
In  total,  the  state  of  Florida  is  requesting  a  total  of 
$40,900,000  for  the  C&SF  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.   This  project  is 
of  great  importance  to  the  residents  of  my  district  in  south 
Florida,  and  I  strongly  support  the  state's  reques"- . 
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The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  in  the  process  of  conducting 
a  review  of  the  C&SF  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  structural 
or  operational  changes  to  better  fulfill  the  system's  objectives. 
The  1991  settlement  agreement  between  the  United  States  and  the 
South  Florida  Water  Management  District  commits  the  Corps  to 
examine  ways  to  support  the  goals  of  the  agreement,  and  an  in- 
depth  study  is  currently  underway.   Continued  growth  in  Southern 
Florida  brings  increasing  demands  for  water  supplies  for 
municipal,  industrial,  and  agricultural  needs.   Immediate 
environmental  needs  are  reflected  by  the  alarming  deterioration 
of  Lake  Okeechobee,  Everglades  National  Park,  and  Florida  Bay. 
Given  the  importance  of  this  restudy  to  current  and  future 
generations  of  Floridians,  I  hope  the  Subcommittee  will  approve 
the  State's  $1  million  request. 

The  Kissimmee  restoration  project  is  one  of  many  under  the 
umbrella  of  the  C&SFP.   I  am  very  pleased  to  inform  you  that  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  made  good  progress  in  Kissimmee 
construction  projects  during  the  past  year.   As  authorized  in  the 
Water  Resource  Development  Act  of  1992,  this  project  represents  a 
major  component  of  the  Save  the  Everglades  Program.   It  aims  to 
recreate  the  ecological  equilibrium  in  the  level,  quality,  and 
flow  of  the  area's  water  by  restoring  the  Kissimmee  River's 
original  course.   Channelized,  the  Kissimmee  provides  a  means  for 
pollutants  and  nutrients  to  flow  unrestricted  into  Lake 
Okeechobee.   This  in  turn  causes  serious  water  problems  in  the 
Lake  —  the  cornerstone  of  South  Florida's  water  supply. 
Returning  the  Kissimmee  to  its  original  meandering  route  will 
restore  fifty-six  miles  of  riverine,  as  well  as  twenty-nine 
thousand  acres  of  wetlands,  which  constitutes  an  eighty-three 
percent  restoration  of  this  precious  natural  resource. 
Restoration  will  ensure  the  protection  of  three  hundred  different 
wildlife  and  bird  specimens,  including  three  endangered  species: 
the  bald  eagle,  the  wood  stork,  and  the  snail  kite.   Without  this 
project,  the  South  Florida  ecosystem  cannot  survive.   I  urge  your 
support  of  the  State  of  Florida's  request  of  $20  million  for 
Kissimmee  River  restoration  in  Fiscal  Year  1996. 

The  C&SF  currently  has  several  other  projects  underway  which 
significantly  impact  the  State's  economic  security  and  ecological 
balance.   The  purpose  of  the  C-111/South  Dade  Flood  Control 
Project  is  to  redistribute  water  flow  in  order  to  continue 
providing  flood  control  for  agriculture  while  improving  surface 
water  flows  to  natural  areas.   The  project  plan  is  currently 
being  developed,  and  the  State  of  Florida  anticipates  that  its 
funding  needs  will  reach  $1  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1996.   The 
West  Palm  Beach  Canal,  or  C-51,  was  constructed  to  provide  flood 
protection  for  the  people  of  central  Palm  Beach  County.   The  C- 
51  West  Project  is  necessary  to  alleviate  flooding  caused  by 
heavy  rainfall  in  the  western  portion  of  the  basin,  which 
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receives  significantly  less  protection  than  the  eastern  portion. 
I  strongly  support  the  State's  request  for  $1.5  million  to 
undertake  this  work. 

Although  the  19th  district  does  not  extend  as  far  east  as 
Florida's  coast,  dealing  effectively  with  erosion  is  a  high 
priority  in  order  to  protect  public  health  and  safety,  provide 
high  quality  recreational  opportunities  for  residents,  and 
maintain  a  strong  tourism  industry.   Severe  erosion  is 
threatening  the  value  of  Florida's  shorelines  for  storm 
protection  and  public  recreation.   Along  our  Atlantic  Coast, 
projects  are  proposed  ranging  from  Miami  to  Martin  County.   For 
the  entire  state,  a  total  of  $28  million  is  requested  for  twelve 
shoreline  protection  projects.   In  addition,  continued  funding  of 
the  Coast  of  Florida  Erosion  and  Storm  Effects  Study  is  vital  to 
the  overall  effort  to  improve  management  of  beaches  and 
associated  coastal  resources. 

Aside  from  these  challenges,  Melaleuca  infestation 
represents  the  most  serious  and  immediate  threat  to  the  survival 
of  the  Everglades  Ecosystem.   This  "Australian  Paper  Tree,"  an 
exotic  species  brought  to  Florida  for  the  misguided  purpose  of 
draining  the  water  table,  continues  to  spread  throughout  the 
'Glades  at  a  rate  of  52  acres  per  day.   In  addition,  Melaleucas 
present  a  serious  health  and  safety  threat  to  the  public,  crowd 
out  native  species  of  plants,  and  disrupt  the  food  chain  within 
the  Everglades  ecosystem. 

Included  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  Energy  and  Water 
Appropriations  conference  report  was  a  $1  million  appropriation 
for  a  quarantine  facility  to  research  biological  methods  of 
combating  the  infestation  of  this  "trash  tree."   The  Corps  has 
indicated  that  the  design  and  construction  of  the  facility  would 
require  a  total  expenditure  of  $2  million.   The  Florida 
Delegation  appreciates  the  Subcommittee's  past  support  for 
Florida  public  works  projects.   I  hope  that  should  we  be 
successful  in  obtaining  the  remaining  $1  million  authorization 
through  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1995,  we  can  count 
on  the  Subcommittee's  continued  support  for  Melaleuca  control. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  speak  on 
behalf  of  the  Manatee  Protection  Task  Force.   Unfortunately, 
endangered  manatees  have  been  accidentally  caught  and  drowned 
during  the  operation  of  the  water  control  structures,  gates,  and 
locks  of  the  C&SF.   These  slow-moving  mammals  are  attracted  to 
fresh  water  environments,  bringing  them  into  contact  with  the 
structures.   The  Manatee  Protection  Task  Force,  whuh  is  composed 
of  federal,  state  and  local  entities  with  public  support,  has 
worked  with  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District  to  help 
design  mechanisms  that  will  automatically  stop  a  gate  or  lock  and 
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reverse  it  to  release  manatees  on  contact.   The  devices  will  be 
installed  at  20  locks  and  gates.   Please  consider  favorably  the 
State's  request  for  $600,000  in  funding  to  protect  these 
wonderful  creatures. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  to 
express  my  support  for  these  important  public  works  projects  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

THE  HONORABLE  SAM  M.  GIBBONS 

BEFORE 

THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  22,  1995 

2362  RAYBURN  HOUSE  OFFICE  BUILDING 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  for  us  Floridians  to  highlight  the  needs  of  our  state.    The 
panel's  understanding  and  support  of  our  unique  water  project  requirements  are  greatly 
appreciated. 

Today  I  request  that  $3,744  million  be  provided  for  the  regular  operation  and  maintenance 
of  Tampa  Harbor's  main  channel.    These  dollars  are  critical  for  the  Port  of  Tampa,  which  is 
the  eleventh  largest  port  in  the  nation  and  the  first  in  Florida  in  terms  of  tonnage  of  cargo 
handled. 


Additionally,  I  ask  that  you  closely  consider  the  Florida  Department  of  Enviroiunental 
Protection's  Fiscal  Year  1996  Public  Works  Program  submitted  today. 

I  appreciate  your  attention  to  these  requests  and  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 


JOE  SCARBOROUGH 
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STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  JOE  SCARBOROUGH 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

MARCH  22,  1995 


Mr  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  today  in  support  of  funding  for  projects  in  the  First  Congressional  District  of  Florida 

I  represent  six  counties  in  Northwest  Florida    Escambia,  Santa  Rosa,  Okaloosa,  Walton, 
Bay  and  Holmes    Five  of  these  counties  have  coastline  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  are  home  to 
the  most  beautiful  beaches  in  the  world    The  district  also  contains  two  major  ports,  the 
intracoastal  waterway,  harbors  and  ports  all  of  which  are  vital  to  the  livelihood  of  the  various 
communities    As  you  can  well  imagine,  the  maintenance  of  these  resources  is  of  critical 
importance  to  my  district 

I  am  here  today  to  support  funding  of  two  projects  in  my  district,  both  of  which  are 
included  in  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request    The  two  projects  are 
located  in  Panama  City  in  Bay  County  and  are  important,  ongoing  programs    They  are 
preconstruction  engineering  and  design  for  beach  renourishjnent  for  the  Panama  City  Beaches  and 
preconstruction  engineering  and  design  and  operation  and  maintenance  for  the  deepening  of 
Panama  City  Harbor 

With  respect  to  the  Harbor  project,  there  is  a  federal  interest  in  deepening  the  channel  in 
St  Andrew  Bay  The  project  will  benefit  the  deep-draft  navigation  industry  by  providing  average 
annual  navigation  benefits  of  about  $2  million  Benefits  are  creditable  toward  deepening  channel 
depths  consist  of  the  elimination  of  ship  rotation  costs,  deeper  vessel  loading,  and  elimination  of 
trucking  costs  to  other  ports  The  $285,000  is  for  continuing  preconstruction  and  design  and  the 
$717,000  is  for  operation  and  maintenance 

The  beach  renourishment  for  Panama  City  Beaches  is  of  particular  interest  to  me!   The 
project  would  provide  long  term  restoration  and  maintenance  for  approximately  18  miles  of  beach 
extending  from  St  Andrew's  Bay  Inlet  to  Phillips  Inlet    Beaches  in  this  area  have  been  badly 
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eroded  by  storm  events  and  several  structures  destroyed  and  US  Highway  98  threatened    The 
$415,000  is  for  the  Corps  to  proceed  with  preconstruction  engineering  and  design 

I  must  also  take  this  opportunity  to  express  my  concern  over  the  Administration's  recent 
budget  proposal  that  suggests  that  the  Army  Corps  will  no  longer  be  involved  in  beach 
renourishment  projects    The  Florida  congressional  delegation  sent  a  letter  to  President  Clinton 
expressing  our  concerns  over  this  proposal    As  we  stated  in  the  letter,  "The  importance  of 
healthy,  well  maintained  beaches  in  Florida  -  and  other  coastal  states  -  cannot  be  overstated 
Further,  many  of  these  beaches  cannot  be  maintained  without  the  assistance  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  federal  government " 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  subcommittee    I 
appreciate  your  consideration  of  these  worthwhile  projects 


Statement  of  the  Hon  E  Clay  Shaw,  Jr. 

before  the 

Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

March  22,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  join  my  colleagues  from  Florida  in 
supporting  funding  for  energy  and  water  projects  which  are  important  to  our  state.  I  would  like 
to  thank  Chairman  Myers  and  Ranking  Member  Bevill  for  this  chance  to  submit  my  testimony. 

My  testimony  includes  requests  for  flinding  for  the  following  projects:  shore  protection,  an 
economic  study  of  the  Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway  Dredging  Project,  and  general  projects  and 
studies. 

First,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  its  support  of  the  many  Florida  projects 
which  were  funded  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  conference  report.  I 
want  to  express  my  gratitude,  in  particular,  for  the  SI  million  appropriation  for  the  Melaleuca 
Quarantine  Facility  to  be  constructed  in  Broward  County,  Florida.  The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  indicated  that  the  design  and  construction  of  the  facility  would  require  a  total  expenditure  of 
$4  million.  I  am  looking  to  obtain  the  remaining  $3  million  authorization  through  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1995.  If  authorization  is  obtained,  I  hope  that  I  can  count  on  the 
Subcommittee's  continued  support  for  this  much  needed  facility  when  I  come  back  to  request  the 
remaining  $3  million  appropriation. 


*  ATLANTIC  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY  DREDGING  PROJECT 

o  Palm  Beach  County,  Florida 

In  recent  years  there  has  been  an  increased  demand  for  bigger  international  commercial 
vessels  and  yachts    These  vessels  draw  more  water  than  is  presently  in  the  Palm  Beach 
Intracoastal  Waterway    In  order  for  these  vessels  to  enter  Palm  Beach  County,  a  portion  of  the 
Intracoastal  needs  to  be  dredged  to  its  original  depth  of  12  feet  with  an  advanced  dredge  of  an 
additional  2  feet. 

Last  year,  the  House  adopted  a  Survey  Resolution  which  authorized  the  US  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  study  this  project  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  of  1994    I  request  an 
appropriation  of  $150,000  for  an  economic  study  in  the  pending  legislation. 


*  MELALEUCA  BIO-CONTROL  QUARANTINE/RESEARCH  FAdLFTY 

This  project  will  cost  $4  million  for  design  and  construction. 
The  project  received  $250,000  in  unauthorized  appropriations  for  FY  1991 
Authorization  of  an  additional  $  1  million  was  contained  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act 


604 


of  1992,  to  be  used  for  design  and  initial  construction.  A  $1  million  appropriation  was  included  in 
the  FY  1994  Energy  and  Water  appropriations  bill. 

As  I  stated  previously,  I  am  seeking  the  remaining  $3  million  authorization  and 
appropriation.  The  $3  million  authorization  was  included  in  the  Water  Resources  Development 
Act  of  1994.  A  memorandum  of  understanding  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  been  signed. 

In  addition,  I  am  seeking  an  amendment  to  Sec.  104(a)  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  to  include  Melaleuca  in  the  Aquatic  Plant  Control  Program.  Melaleuca  should 
be  designated  as  an  aquatic  plant  because,  in  fact,  the  Melaleuca  can  complete  a  life  cycle  under 
water.  By  inserting  this  species  into  the  authorization  the  South  Florida  Water  Management 
District,  the  local  sponsor,  can  match  Corps  funds  to  eradicate  Melaleuca. 

*  SHORE  PROTECTION 

Beach  erosion  has  reached  critical  proportions  in  my  district,  which  includes  Palm  Beach, 
Broward,  and  Dade  Counties.   Sand  and  surf  were  South  Florida's  original  tourist  attractions 
Along  much  of  the  southeastern  coast,  however,  the  surf  has  become  the  enemy  of  the  land    The 
pounding  waves  are  washing  more  sand  away  than  they  are  bringing  ashore.  Continued  beach 
renourishment  projects  are  imperative  to  keep  sand  on  the  following  areas  experiencing  withering 
beaches. 

0  Broward  County  Beach  Renourishment 

The  proposed  project  is  the  renourishment  of  5  miles  of  Pompano  Beach,  including  a 
section  adjacent  to  the  town  of  Lauderdale-by-the-Sea.  The  shoreline  in  this  segment  has  receded 
an  average  of  1 1  feet  per  year  since  it  was  last  renourished  in  1983    Renourishment  is  required  to 
protect  upland  improvements  from  storm  damage  and  to  maintain  the  recreational  and  tourism 
values  of  the  beach.  Property  in  the  area  has  been  assessed  at  over  $680  million  and  includes 
houses,  condominiums,  hotels,  and  businesses.  A  Section  934  Study  Reevaluation  Report  with 
Environmental  Assessment  for  Segment  D  of  the  Broward  County  Shore  Protection  Project  has 
been  prepared.  I  request  an  appropriation  of  $450,000  for  a  project  design  study 

o  Coast  of  Florida  Erosion  and  Storm  Effects 

This  is  a  continuation  of  a  statewide  study  of  the  status  and  dynamics  of  coastal  processes 
affecting  Florida's  beaches.  The  coast  of  Florida,  which  includes  800  miles  of  high-quality 
beaches,  is  an  extremely  valuable  natural  resource.  The  damage  inflicted  by  hurricanes  on 
Florida's  central  and  northern  Gulf  Coast  in  1985,  and  the  lower  east  coast  in  1992  validates  the 
need  for  the  study 

The  Coast  of  Florida  and  Storm  Effects  study  is  providing  vital  information  for  coastal 
resource  management  on  a  regional  basis  for  the  first  time    The  technical  basis  for  assessing 
future  coastal  changes  is  improved  by  systematically  collecting  the  essential  data  and  identifying 
the  factors  that  cause  coastal  changes.  The  first  phase  of  the  study  covered  92  miles  of  shoreline 
in  Palm  Beach,  Broward,  and  Dade  counties.  The  second  phase  has  commenced  and  will  cover 
Martin,  St.  Lucy,  Indian  River,  and  Brevard  Counties.  There  will  be  five  phases  in  all.  I  request 
an  appropriation  of  $750,000  to  continue  this  comprehensive  study. 
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o  Dade  County  Beach  Renourishment 

The  Dade  County  Beach  Erosion  and  Hurricane  Protection  project  is  based  upon  a 
program  of  periodic  renourishment  of  the  13  mile  long  beach  on  an  as-needed  basis.  In  1987,  the 
first  scheduled  maintenance  project  was  completed  and  included  four  segments  of  shoreline 
totaling  2  4  miles    In  1990,  a  second  maintenance  project  was  conducted  along  0  8  miles  of  beach 
in  Bal  Harbor.  A  third  maintenance  renourishment  project  is  scheduled  for  hnplementation  in  two 
phases  in  the  spring  of  1995  and  1996    I  request  an  appropriation  of  $5,000,000  to  provide  for 
the  estimated  federal  share  of  the  renourishment  needs  in  1996 

0  Boca  Raton  Beach  Renourishment 

I  request  an  appropriation  of  $2,482,700  for  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  work 
needed  to  renourish  15  miles  of  beach  fronting  the  City  of  Boca  Raton  in  southern  Palm  Beach 
County.  The  area  was  initially  renourished  in  1988.  Shoreline  in  the  area  is  subject  to  severe 
erosion  and  public  facilities  have  been  damaged  by  recent  storm  events.  The  1988  project 
resulted  in  unanticipated  damage  to  near-shore  reefs    Design  changes  must  be  incorporated  to 
ensure  that  such  damage  does  not  occur  in  the  future. 

o  Ocean  Ridge  Beach  Renourishment 

This  project  is  a  part  of  the  overall  Palm  Beach  County  renourishment  program  authorized 
for  local  construction  with  reimbursement  by  the  federal  government.  This  beach  has  a  history  of 
severe  erosion,  and  numerous  control  structures  have  been  built  to  protect  upland  properties. 
State  Road  Al  A  is  constantly  threatened    The  Lake  Worth  Inlet  sand  bypassing  plant  provides 
some  sand,  but  renourishment  is  necessary    The  County  has  prepared  a  General  Design 
Memorandum  and  updated  the  proposal  to  include  placement  of  a  stabilizing  structure,  mitigation 
for  habitat  loss,  and  removal  of  derelict  structures.  I  request  an  appropriation  of  $4, 1 20,000  for 
this  project. 


*  NAVIGATION 

0  Miami  River  Cleanup 

This  project  proposes  to  remove  contaminated  sediments  fi-om  the  Miami  River/Seybold 
Canal  and  to  maintain  the  federally  authorized  channel  depth  of  15  feet.  Contaminated  sediments 
are  degrading  river  water  quality  and  are  impacting  the  ecological  health  of  Biscayne  Bay.  The 
City  of  Miami  and  Dade  County  have  made  improvements  to  remove  the  sources  of 
contamination,  and  removal  of  the  sediments  would  significantly  help  to  restore  the  values  of  the 
Miami  River  and  Biscayne  Bay  for  commerce  and  recreation. 

The  Water  Resources  Act  of  1986  authorized  the  Corps  to  proceed  with  removal  of  the 
contaminated  sediments  in  both  the  Miami  River  and  Seybold  Canal.  However,  the  Corps  has 
limited  their  actions  to  maintenance  of  the  navigation  chzmnel  under  their  Operations  and 
Maintenance  program,  pending  location  of  the  final  spoil  disposal  site.  The  County  continues  to 
request  Corps  participation  in  removal  of  all  contaminated  sediments.  I  request  an  appropriation 
of  $22,000,000  for  this  project. 
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♦  CENTRAL  AND  SOUTH  FLORTOA  PROJECT  FOR  FLOOD  CONTROL 

The  Central  and  South  Florida  Project  for  Flood  Control  is  an  extensive  system  of  water 
control  works  first  authorized  by  Congress  in  1947.  The  project  area  encompasses  approximately 
17,930  square  miles  in  18  counties  and  includes  the  Kissimmee  River  Basin,  Lake  Okeechobee, 
the  Everglades,  and  the  lower  east  coast  of  Florida.  Originally  authorized  for  flood  control,  the 
authorization  has  been  expanded  to  include  storage,  conservation,  and  distribution  of  water 
resources,  navigation,  restoration  of  the  Kissimmee  River,  delivery  of  water  to  the  Everglades 
National  Park,  and  preservation  offish  and  wildlife.  Full  implementation  of  the  proposed  Central 
and  South  Florida  Project  for  Flood  Control  is  needed  to  ensure  that  general  hydrology,  water 
quality,  and  associated  natural  resource  conditions  are  improved  within  the  project  area.  For  the 
convenience  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  have  provided  a  summary  of  my  appropriations  request. 

o  BoUes  and  Cross  Canal  Improvements $  1,000,000 

oC-51  West  Improvements  Project $   1,500,000 

o  C-1 1 1/South  Dade  Project $  1,000,000 

o  Central  and  South  Florida  Project  for 

Flood  Control  Review  Study $  1,000,000 

0  Everglades  Restoration $  10,000,000 

o  Kissimmee  River  Restoration $  20,000,000 

o  Modified  Water  Delivery  to 

East  Everglades  National  Park $  4,600,000 

In  closing.  I  thank  you  again  Mr.  Chairman  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  this 
Subcommittee  on  behalf  of  these  projects  that  are  important  to  the  residents  of  South  Florida. 
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Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Ken  L.  Foster,  Chairman 
Bun  Aaronson,  Vice  Chairman 
K—en  T.  Marcus 
j1  a.  Roberts 
Warren  H.  Newell 
MaryMcCarty 
Maude  Ford  Lee 


TESTIMONY 


County  Administrator 
Robert  Weisman 


TO:  The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

BEFORE:  Energy  &  Water  Sub-Comminee 

House  Appropriations  Committee 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

BY:  Mr.  Bevin  Beaudet,  Deputy  County  Administrator, 

and  Chair,  Economic  Development  Steering  Committee 
Palm  Beach  County,  Florida 


MEETING: 
RE: 


March  21,  1995 


$150,000  APPROPRIATION  FOR  DREDGING, 
PALM  BEACH  COUNTY,  FLORIDA 


MR.  CHAIRMAN: 

I  am  Bevin  Beaudet,  Deputy  County  Administrator  of  Palm  Beach  County,  Florida,  and 
Chair  of  Palm  Beach  County's  Economic  Development  Steering  Committee.  I  am 
testifying  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners. 


REQUEST: 

I  am  requesting  an  appropriation  of  $1 50,000  to  fund  a  report  conducted  by  the  U.S. 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  include  a  geotechnical,  environmental  and  economic  review  for 
a  pre-study  for  dredging  eight  (8)  nautical  miles  of  the  Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway, 
located  in  Palm  Beach  County,  Florida.  This  review,  which  is  a  necessary 
informational  update  and  prerequisite  for  waterway  dredging  required  by  the 
Jacksonville  District  Corps  of  Engineers,  must  provide  sufficient  justification  for  this 
project  to  proceed. 


"An  Equal  Opportunity  -  Affirmative  Action  Employer" 
;1989     West  Palm  Beach,  Florida  3340M989       (407)355-2030     FAX:  (407)  355-3982 
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AUTHORIZATION: 

Dredging  of  the  Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway  between  Jacksonville  and  Miami, 
Florida,  to  a  depth  of  12  feet,  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1945,  as  identified  in 
the  Federal  government's  Authorization  For  Existing  Project  (attached).  The  original 
Congressional  order  authorizing  dredging  never  included  a  sunset  provision,  thus  the 
authorization  is  still  in  force. 


PALM  BEACH  COUNTY  PROFILE: 

Palm  Beach  County  is  located  in  southeast  Florida,  and  is  physically  the  nation's 
largest  county  east  of  the  Mississippi  River.  Broward  County,  the  City  of  Ft. 
Lauderdale,  Dade  County  and  the  City  of  Miami  are  situated  immediately  south  with 
approximately  four  (4)  million  people.  Palm  Beach  County's  current  population  total 
is  about  900,000,  with  the  majority  of  residents  living  near  the  County's  45-mile 
coastline  and  Intracoastal  Waterway.  The  County's  land  area  is  2,023  square  miles 
and  water  area  is  245  square  miles,  including  Lake  Okeechobee  which  is  the  largest 
freshwater  lake  in  Florida.  There  is  a  total  of  thirty-seven  (37)  municipalities,  and 
thirty-four  (34)  of  those  jurisdictions  are  near  or  straddle  the  Intracoastal  Waterway. 


ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM: 

Palm  Beach  County's  Economic  Development  Program  began  in  earnest  in  June,  1 993, 
when  the  County  held  its  first  Economic  Summit.  Summit  participants  included  the 
Board  of  County  Commissioners,  leading  representatives  of  the  business  community 
and  other  important  entities.  The  major  product  of  the  Economic  Summit  was  the 
creation  of  Palm  Beach  County's  Economic  Development  Program,  as  identified  in  the 
County's  Economic  Development  Business  Plan.  The  Plan  consists  of  four  major 
industry  goals,  which  includes  a  goal  to  enhance  the  Marine  Industry.  A  first  step  for 
this  expansion  is  dredging/deepening  the  Intracoastal  Waterway,  which  is  imperative. 
The  requested  $1  50,000  appropriation  is  in  conformance  with  the  action  statements 
in  the  Plan,  and  will  be  pivotal  in  implementing  the  Marine  Industry  Goal. 


POSITIVE  ECONOMIC  IMPACT: 

This  dredging  project  will  be  "commercially  valuable. "  The  potential  positive  economic 
benefits  to  Palm  Beach  County  would  be  considerable:  (1)  it  would  revitalize  our 
existing  Marine  Industry,  (2)  it  would  increase  charter  and  fishing  boat  usage,  and 
(3)  attract  Atlantic  trade  and  deep  draft  mega-yachts  to  the  County's  Intracoastal 
Waterway  for  repair  and  servicing  large  recreational  vessels.  Other  benefits  would  be 
the  potential  disposal  of  dredged  spoil  for  beach  renourishment  along  Palm  Beach 
County's  coastline. 

The  economic  benefits  will  directly  affect  the  expansion  of  the  private  sector  Marine 
Industry,  as  conveyed  in  a  letter  from  Rybovich-Spencer,  Palm  Beach  County's  largest 
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yacht  service  facility.  Rybovich  Spencer  has  obtained  final  permits  from  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Palm  Beach  County  to  rebuild  its  marina  and  service  yard 
to  accommodate  larger  mega-yachts.  Palm  Harbor  Marina  has  also  received  permits 
for  improvements  to  its  marina  facility/services.  Still  other  Marine  Industry  expansion 
plans  are  expected  as  a  result  of  deepening  of  the  Intracoastal  Waterway.  Delay  to 
this  project  may  result  in  economic  loss  to  the  local  economy  and  could  potentially 
endanger  large  vessels  navigating  the  Intracoastal  Waterway.  Please  be  assured  that 
dredging  within  Palm  Beach  County  will  not  pull  business  away  from  other  navigable 
areas  in  Florida. 


PALM  BEACH  COUNTY  COMMITMENT: 

Palm  Beach  County  has  committed  $110,000  to  this  project.  The  pre-dredge 
surveying,  core  borings,  sand  analysis  per  the  Corps'  requirements  are  funded  and 
underway  by  Palm  Beach  County  in  this  year's  budget,  indicative  of  the  strong  support 
for  this  project  by  the  Palm  Beach  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners. 
Substituting  the  $  1 50,000  Federal  appropriation  for  the  original  $400,000  estimated 
cost  for  the  feasibility  study  will  result  in  a  large  savings  in  Federal  dollars. 

On  February  23,  1995,  I  appeared  before  the  District  Engineer,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  in  Jacksonville,  Florida,  to  obtain  Corps  support  on  the  dredging  (letter 
attached).  The  Corps  made  an  administrative  decision  that  the  economic  justification 
for  the  dredging  must  be  proven;  however,  it  has  been  determined  that  a  full  dredging 
feasibility  study  is  no  longer  necessary.  The  local  sponsor  of  the  Atlantic  Intracoastal 
Waterway  dredging  project  is  the  Florida  Inland  Navigation  District  (FIND). 

The  dredging  project  also  has  bi-partisan  support.  Representatives  Alcee  Hastings, 
Harry  Johnston  II  and  Clay  Shaw  all  support  this  appropriation. 


Bevin  Beaudet,  P.E.,  Deputy  County  Administrator 
Palm  Beach  County,  Florida 
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Board  of  County  Cominiuionen  County  Administntor 

Ken  L.  Foster,  Chainnan  Robert  Weisman 

"  t  Aaronson,  Vice  Chairman 

en  T  Mamis 
Carol  A  Roberts 

Warren  H.  NeweU  

Mary  McCarty 
Maude  Ford  Lee 


February  28,  1995 

Colonel  Terry  Rice 
District  Engineer 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
P.O.  Box  4970 
Jacksonville,  FL   32232 

R«:   Dredging  of  a  Portion  of  the  Atlantic  Intracoaatal  Waterway 
Lake  Worth  -  Palm  Beach  County,  Florida 

Dear  Colonel  Rice: 

Thank  you  again  for  a  productive  meeting  on  February  23,  1995.  We 
were  particularly  pleased  that  most  of  the  senior  staff  of  the 
Jacksonville  District  was  present. 

We  are  communicating  with  Congressman  Shaw  (see  enclosure)  to  ask 
his  help  in  earmarking  funds  ($150,000)  in  the  FY96  Appropriation 
for  the  economic/environmental  review  of  the  ICW  dredging. 

In  relation  to  our  discussions  and  your  suggestions,  we  are  taking 
the  following  action: 

1.  Geotechnical  Information  (Salem  &  Bailey)  -  As  indicated, 
we  have  budgeted  $110,000  in  this  years  County  budget  for 
the  work.  The  consulting  engineering  firm  of  Shalloway, 
et  al.,  is  accomplishing  an  overall  sediment  study  of 
Lake  Worth  in  which  they  will  specifically  summarize  the 
sediments  from  the  8  nautical  miles  of  this  project.  The 
remaining  funds  are  to  be  utilized  as  necessary  for 
specific  borings  and  analysis  of  the  samples  within  the 
8  miles  of  waterway.  The  soil  engineering  contractors 
are  from  our  list  of  continuing  engineering  contracts. 
The  specific  Scope  of  Work  will  be  sent  to  Marvin  Bailey 
for  his  review  and  comment  prior  to  accomplishment. 

2.  Environmental  Permitting  (Adams)  -  This  suggestion  is 
quite  valuable  in  that  it  has  the  potential  to  use  the 
existing  process  for  notice  and  response  of  the 
environmental  interests.  As  soon  as  the  geotechnical 
results  are  obtained,  we  will  file  a  simplified 
application  with  the  appropriate  state  organization  and 
your  agency. 

■An  Equal  Opportunity  -  Affimuilive  Action  Employer" 
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Page  Two 
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3.  Economic  Development  (Salem  &  Bailey)  -  The  Marine 
Industries  Association  and  the  Palm  Beach  County  Economic 
Development  Office  will  supply  further  economic 
information  relating  to  commercial  aspects  of  service  to 
the  "Mega  Yacht"  industry. 

We  would  appreciate  your  staff  following  up  on  the  SHOALS  project 
(60  miles  of  bathymetry  in  Palra  Beach  and  Martin  Counties) 
scheduled  for  March  1995  to  attempt  to  verify  if  the  8  nautical 
miles  of  this  project  are  included. 

Sincerely, 

Bffvin  A.^Beaudet,  P.E. 
Deputy  County  Administrator 

Enc. 

cc :   Robert  Weisman,  County  Administrator 
Art  Wilde,  Executive  Director,  FIND 

John  Sprague,  Director  of  Government  Affairs,  Marine 
Industries  Association  of  Palm  Beach  County 
Chris  Hodge,  President,  Marine  Industries  Association  of  Palm 

Beach  County 
Gerald  M.  Ward,  P.E.,  Consulting  Engineer,  Marine  Industries 

Association  of  Palm  Beach  County 
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Board  of  County  Commissioners  County  Admit 

Ken  L.  Foster.  Chairman  Robert  Wei; 

Bnn  Aaronson,  Vice  Chairman 
V  Ten  T  Marcus 
ol  A  Roberts 
■••■^rren  H  NeweU 
Slarv  McCany 
Maude  Ford  Lee 


February  1,  1995 


Honorable  Clay  Shaw,  Representative,  District  22 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
2267  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

RE:    DREDGING  OF  A  PORTION  OF  THE  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY 

Dear  Representative  Shaw: 

This  Is  to  urgently  request  your  continued  and  crucial  support  to  direct  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  undenake  the  dredging  of  a  portion  of  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  to  a  depth 
of  1  2  feet,  as  authorized  by  Congress  in  1945  (Authorization  For  Existing  Project  attached). 

In  1994,  through  your  work  and  support,  the  Public  Works  Connmlttee  authorized  the 
feasibility  study  for  this  project  to  proceed.  Typically,  the  feasibility  study  for  a  project  of 
this  type  has  taken  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  years  to  complete.  We  strongly 
believe  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  expend  agency  time  and  public  monies  to  conduct  this 
study;  instead,  complete  the  actual  dredging  which  should  have  been  done  years  ago. 

Based  on  the  Federal  authorization  in  1 945,  we  respectfully  request  your  assistance  in 
obtaining  funding  of  $5,000,000  to  dredge  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  Blue  Heron 
Bridge  in  the  City  of  Riviera  Beach  southward  to  the  City  of  West  Palm  Beach.  The  pre- 
dredge  surveying,  core  borings,  sand  analysis  per  Corps  specs  are  budgeted  by  Palm  Beach 
County,  indicative  of  the  strong  support  for  this  project  by  the  County's  Economic 
Development  Steering  Committee  and  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners. 

As  you  know,  the  ultimate  dredging  of  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  will  result  in  a  major, 
positive  economic  impact  to  our  County.  This  economic  benefit  will  come  directly  from  the 
private  sector  Marine  Industry.  The  private  sector  commitment  is  conveyed  in  the  attached 
letter,  dated  January  27,  1995,  from  Rybovich-Spencer,  our  largest  yacht  service  facility. 


An  Equal  Opponunuy  .  Affirmativt 
,M«»         P  O  Boi  1989     West  Paltn  Beach.  Florida  JJ402.19M 
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Mr.  Clay  Shaw,  Representative 
January  31,  1995 
Page  2 


Within  the  next  two  weel(s,  I  will  be  travelling  to  Jacksonville  to  urge  the  Corps  to  waive  the 
feasibility  study  and  allow  the  protect  to  be  dredged  as  authorized  previously.  Mr.  John 
Sprague,  Director  of  Governmental  Affairs,  Marine  Industries  Association  of  Palm  Beach' 
County,  Inc.,  will  accompany  me. 

Additional  actions  from  the  Marine  Industry  are  expected  due  to  the  deepening  of  the 
Intracoastal  Waterway.  Further  delay  to  this  project  may  result  in  economic  loss  to  the  local 
economy  and  could  potentially  endanger  large  vessels  navigating  the  Intracoastal  Waterway. 
Please  feel  free  to  contact  Mr.  Michael  Tarlitz,  Economic  Development  Coordinator  (407/355- 
3624)  or  myself  (407/355-4019).    Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Bevin  Seaudet 

Deputy  County  Administrator 


file:user\bflanaga\wpdata\dr«dging.cly 

enc. 

cc:       Connie  Mack,  U.S.  Senator 

Bob  Graham,  U.S.  Senator 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Bob  Weisman,  County  Administrator 

Michael  Tarlitz,  Economic  Development  Coordinator 

John  Sprague,  Director  of  Governmental  Affairs,  Marine  Industries  Assoc. 

Chris  Hodge,  President,  Marine  Industries  Assoc. 

James  Bernstein,  Exec.  Vice  President  Operations,  Rybovlch-Spencer 

Richard  Walasky,  Director,  Environmental  Resources  Management 

Dennis  Eshleman,  Director,  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 
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Rybovich  Spencer 


Disnnguished  Yachr  Services 

Hcr.cracla    Clay  Shaw 

'Jn^red   Staces   House   of   Represencacives 

Ciscrirt    22 

1312  Ease  Broward  Boulevard 

Sui:e  131 

Ft.  Lauderdale,  Florida   33301  January  27,  199S 

Re:  Deepening  of  Incracoascal  Waterway  m  Palm  Beach  County 

Dear  Representative  Shaw: 

As  the  operator  of  Palm  Beach  County's  largest  yacht  service 
facility,  we  appreciate  your  continued  support  of  the  County's 
endeavor  to  deepen  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  as  presented  to 

Congress. 

A  deeper  channel  of  12  feet  with  a  2  foot  overdredge  will  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  entire  Marine  Industry;  not  only  m 
Palm  Beach  County,  but  throughout  all  of  South  Florida.  A 
deepened  Intracoastal  Waterway  will  result  in  direct  investment 
in  facilities  and  employment  to  serve  the  "mega-yacht"  market. 

The  worldwide  population  of  multi-million  dollar,  deeper  draft 
yachts  is  growing  each  year.   As  the  population  grows,  the  demand 
for  services  and  docking  facilities  also  grows.   There  are  very 
few  facilities  in  South  Florida  capable  of  handling  these  yachts. 

Based  on  this  deepening  program,  Rybovich  Spencer  is  preparing  to 
begin  a  significant  facility  expansion.   We  have  received  final 
permits  from  the  State  of  Florida  and  Palm  Beach  County  to 
rebuild  our  marina  and  service  yard  to  accommodate  larger 
"mega -yachts" . 

We  are  prepared  to  invest  approximately  S5  million  to  handle  this 
new  business  in  Palm  Beach  County.  We  expect  to  increase  our 
direct  skilled  employment  base  by  25  percent.   We  also  expect  to 
provide  a  facility  which  will  provide  :obs  for  several  outside 
contractors  who  depend  on  the  boats  we  attract . 

Currently,  we  are  turning  away  yachts  from  foreign  countries  who 
have  contacted  us  to  come  to  South  Florida  for  their  port.   Our 
reputation  worldwide  is  the  attraction;  however  our  inability  to 
handle  these  yachts  has  caused  several  to  remain  in  their  foreign 
ports.   This  is  not  only  a  loss  for  our  business;  but  a  lost 
economic  impact  to  South  Florida. 


i;CW  Poins«na  Avenue  •  P  O.  Box  96«  •  W«m  pjlm  BeKh.  Flondi  33-W:  •  dOTl  944.1800  •  FA.X  (4071 944.JJ91 
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Represer.cacive  Shaw 
January  27,  19  95 


Page  2 


Sepresencacive  Shaw,  chank  you  for  your  continued  support 
hope  ycu  will  assise  m  moving  chis  project  forward  i_n  z: 
fashion. 

Sincere] 


:3/crh 


ronscien 
ecucive  Vice  President 
tiohs 


Ken  Foster,  Chairman  of  Palm  Beach  County  Commission 

Nancy  Graham,  Mayor  of  West  Palm  Beach 

John  Sprague,  Director  of  Governmental  Affairs 

Marine  Industries  Association  of  Palm  Beach  County 
Robert  Flanagan,  Economic  Development  Assistant 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  your  col- 
leagues, the  statements  of  those  who  aren't  here  and  we  under- 
stand Mr.  Gibbons  is  on  the  Floor  with  a  bill,  but  if  he  should  come 
in,  we  will  recognize  him  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Foley.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  But  their  statements  will  appear  in  the  record. 
Thank  you  for  your  testimony  this  morning. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 

COE  NATIONAL  INVENTORY  OF  DAMS 

WITNESS 

BRAD  lAROSSI,  CHAIRMAN,  LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE,  ASSOCIATION 
OF  STATE  DAM  SAFETY  OFFICIALS 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  hear  from  the  Executive  Di- 
rector and  the  Association  of  State  Dam  Safety  Officials,  I  under- 
stand, Mr.  larossi;  is  that  right? 

Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  as  you  care  to  for  the  next  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Iarossi.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  Good  morn- 
ing, Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill.  My  name  is  Brad  larossi.  I  am 
the  Chairman  of  the  Legislative  Committee  for  the  Association  of 
State  Dam  Safety  Officials.  I  am  the  Chief  of  the  State  Dam  Safety 
Program  for  the  State  of  Maryland. 

Our  association  strongly  supports  the  administration's  fiscal  year 
1996  budget  request  for  $500,000  for  the  National  Inventory  of 
Dams.  Since  the  National  Inventory  of  Dams  was  authorized  in 
1986,  this  database  of  State  and  federally-regulated  dams  adminis- 
tered by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  provided  vital  information  on 
each  of  the  regulated  dams  in  this  country. 

The  National  Inventory  of  Dams  is  one  part  of  a  continuing  effort 
by  Federal  and  State  dam  safety  officials  to  identify  and  mitigate 
the  risks  associated  with  dams  and  to  preserve  the  Nation's  invest- 
ment in  its  water  control  infrastructure.  It  is  an  essential  tracking 
tool  which  has  revealed  important  statistics  on  a  national  level, 
while  providing  resources  to  State  dam  safety  regulators. 

The  funding  provides  for  updating,  transmittal,  compilation  and 
distribution  of  the  database.  The  database  tracks  information  about 
the  dam's  location,  size,  use,  type,  proximity  to  population  centers, 
hazard  classification,  and  other  technical  data.  It  can  be  accessed 
by  the  Dam  Safety  community  for  comprehensive,  statistical  infor- 
mation and  by  emergency  managers  during  severe  weather,  earth- 
quake and  other  events  that  threaten  dams. 

The  inventory  includes  nearly  75,000  dams;  71,000  of  those  are 
regulated  by  the  States.  The  inventory  has  identified  approxi- 
mately 9,500  high-hazard  dams,  meaning  that  their  failure  will 
likely  cause  loss  of  life  and  property  damage.  And  of  these,  1,800 
are  within  one  mile  of  a  downstream  city. 

The  inventory  has  also  alerted  us  to  the  fact  that  83  percent  of 
the  24,000  high  and  significant  hazard  dams  do  not  have  adequate 
warning  plans  to  evacuate  the  downstream  populations  during  a 
failure.  The  United  States  has  suffered  a  series  of  devastating  dam 
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failures  in  the  1970s.  One  hundred  twenty-five  people  were  killed 
at  the  Buffalo  Creek  Dam  failure  in  West  Virginia  in  1972. 

The  Teton  Dam  failure  in  1976  killed  14  and  caused  over  $400 
million  in  property  damage.  And  in  1977,  79  people  were  killed  in 
two  separate  dam  failures  in  Pennsylvania  and  Georgia.  As  a  re- 
sult of  these  tragedies  and  the  recognition  of  the  tremendous  poten- 
tial for  more  dam  failures,  Congress  passed  the  National  Dam 
Safety  Act  of  1986.  This  Act  provided  for  four  initiatives,  including 
annual  updates  to  the  National  Inventory  of  Dams.  But  while  im- 
plementation of  all  four  of  these  provisions  would  have  significantly 
reduced  the  number  of  unsafe  dams  and  the  potential  for  more  dam 
failures,  only  the  national  inventory  was  ever  funded. 

We  are  greatly  disappointed  and  puzzled  by  a  lack  of  funding  for 
the  other  three  initiatives,  which  included  training,  research  and 
matching  grants  to  States.  We  don't  understand  if  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers was  not  interested  or  0MB  was  not  interested  in  funding 
these,  or  whether  the  benefits  to  public  safety  were  not  obvious 
enough. 

There  are  currently  1,800  unsafe,  non-Federal  dams,  including 
150  in  Alabama,  121  in  Texas  and  104  in  Indiana.  Attached  to  our 
testimony  is  a  table  listing  the  dam  statistics  for  each  State. 

Yet  failures  continue  to  occur  and  still  threaten  lives  as  dams 
continue  to  age  and  deteriorate  and  as  downstream  population 
grows.  In  the  past  year  alone,  273  dam  failures  have  occurred 
across  the  Nation,  including  250  as  a  result  of  the  1994  Georgia 
floods.  Repair  costs  for  the  dams  and  downstream  damage  from 
failures,  from  23  States  reporting  in  1994,  exceed  $54  million. 

Dam  failures  may  flood  neighboring  States.  They  can  affect  large 
populations,  and  can  easily  cost  millions  of  dollars  in  Federal  disas- 
ter relief  funds.  To  continue  our  progress  and  to  set  goals  toward 
assuring  the  safety  of  dams,  a  centralized  dynamic  database  of  cur- 
rent information  is  essential.  National  Dam  Inventory  is  a  valuable 
resource,  but  it  must  be  updated  annually,  because  new  dams  are 
added  and  data  on  existing  dams  is  constantly  changing. 

We  request  the  subcommittee  continue  the  funding  for  the  Corps 
of  Engineers'  National  Inventory  of  Dams,  and  we  urge  you  to  re- 
visit the  need  to  appropriate  funds  to  fully  implement  all  of  the 
Dam  Safety  provisions  of  the  1986  Act  in  an  effort  to  prevent  dam 
failures  rather  than  reacting  to  failures  with  disaster  relief  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity.  This  is  the  end  of 
my  statement  and  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  larossi  follows:] 
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ASSOCIATION  OF 


STATE  DAM  SAFETY  OFFICIALS,  INC. 
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The  Association  o£  State  Dam  Safety  Officials  (ASDSO)  strongly 
supports  the  Clinton  Administration's  FY  1996  Budget  Request  of 
$500,000  for  the  National  Inventory  of  Non-Federal  Dams.  Since  its 
authorization  by  Congress  in  1986,  this  critical  database  of  state  and 
federally  regulated  dams  administered  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  has  provided  vital  information  on  each  regulated  dam  in  the 
country.  The  timely  information  provided  by  the  National  Inventory  of 
Dams  is  essential  in  our  ongoing  efforts  to  mitigate  dam  failures. 

ASDSO  is  a  national  orgemization  of  more  than  1,200  state,  federal 
and  local  dam  safety  officials  and  private  sector  individuals  dedicated 
to  inproving  dam  safety  through  research,  education  and  communication. 

ASDSO  is  based  in  Lexington,  Kentucky. 

The  National  Inventory  of  Dams  is  one  part  of  a  continuing  effort 
by  federal  and  state  dam  safety  officials  to  identify  and  mitigate  the 
risk  associated  with  dams  and  to  preserve  the  nation's  investment  in 
its  water  control  infrastructure.  It  is  an  essential  tracking  tool 
which  has  revealed  pertinent  statistics  on  a  national  level  while,  at 
the  same  time,  providing  resources  to  state  dam  safety  regulators.  The 
funding  provides  for  updating,  transmittal,  compilation  and 
distribution  of  information  to  the  national  database. 

THE  DATABASE 

This  computer  database  houses  vital  information  on  federally  and 
state  regulated  dams  across  the  nation.  The  database  tracks 
information  about  the  dam's  location,  size,  use,  type,  proximity  to 
populations,  hazard  classification,  regulatory  facts  and  other 
technical  data.  It  can  be  used  by  the  dam  safety  community  to  access 
comprehensive  statistical  information  and  to  integrate  effects  of  dams 
within  Geographic  Information  Systems  (GIS) ,  the  state-of-the-art 
technology  in  tracking  lifeline  systems  and  responding  to  emergency 
events.  It  can  be  used  by  policy  makers  as  a  tool  when  dam  safety 
issues  are  under  consideration.  For  instance,  data  indicates  that  a 
majority  of  non-  federal  dams  do  not  have  emergency  action  plans  in 
place,  something  important  to  policy  officials  not  only  as  it  concerns 
dam  safety,  but  also  as  it  affects  emergency  preparedness.  The 
inventory  is  a  critical  database  for  emergency  managers  during  severe 
weather,  earthquake  or  other  natural  events  that  threaten  dams. 

To  date,  detailed  data  on  approximately  75,000  dams  is  housed  in 
the  inventory.  Of  this  number,  approximately  9,500  dams  are  termed 
high-hazard,  meaning  they  threaten  hximan  life  and  could  cause 
significant  downstream  damage  should  they  fail.  Reports  generated  from 
the  inventory  have  highlighted  the  £act  that  about  1,800  of  these  high- 
hazard  structures  are  within  one  mile  of  a  downstream  city  -  a 
statistic  not  known  before  the  database  was  in  place. 
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The  National  Inventory  has  determined  that  dams  are  built 
primarily  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  hydroelectric  power 
generation,  recreation,  irrigation  and  mine  tailings  impoundment. 
States  regulate  about  71,000  of  these  structures;  the  federal 
government  regulates  the  remaining  4,000. 

NEED  FOR  CONTINUED  FDNDIUG 

An  inventorying  system,  such  as  this  one,  was  determined  by  dam 
safety  administrators  and  federal  legislators  in  the  1980 's  to  be  one 
of  the  primary  objectives  in  a  national  program  to  improve  dam  safety 
in  this  nation.  A  priority  which  was  paramount  on  the  minds  of  the 
public  after  several  devastating  failures  had  recently  occurred: 

•  The  Buffalo  Creek  Dam  failure  of  1972  killed  125  in  West 
Virginia 

•  The  Teton  Dam  failure  in  1976  caused  the  deaths  of  14  and 
$400  million  in  property  damage 

•  The  Laurel  Run  Dam  failure  in  1977  killed  40  in  Pennsylvania 

•  The  Kelly  Barnes  Dam  in  Taccoa  Fall,  Georgia  killed  3  9  and 
caused  $2.5  million  in  damages  in  1977. 

As  a  result  of  these  disasters  and  the  clear  recognition  of  the 
tremendous  potential  for  more  failures.  Congress  passed  the  Dam  Safety 
Act  of  1986.  This  act  provided  for  four  initiatives  including  updating 
the  National  Inventory  of  Dams.  But  while  implementation  of  all  four 
of  these  provisions  would  have  significantly  reduced  the  number  of 
unsafe  dams  and  the  potential  for  more  dam  failures,  only  the  National 
Dam  Inventory  was  ever  funded.  We  have  been  greatly  disappointed  and 
puzzled  by  the  lack  of  funding  for  the  research,  training  and  matching 
grant  initiatives. 

Was  the  Corps  of  Engineers  not  interested?  Was  0MB  not  interested 
in  funding  these  initiatives?  Or  were  the  benefits  of  protecting 
public  safety  not  obvious? 

There  are  over  1,800  unsafe  non-federal  dams,  including: 

150  unsafe  dams  in  Alabama 
121  unsafe  dams  in  Texas 
104  unsafe  dams  in  Indiana 
3  3  unsafe  dams  in  New  Jersey 
15  unsafe  dams  in  Michigan 

Failures  and  devastation  continue  to  occur  and  still  threaten  this 
nation  as  dams  continue  to  age  and  deteriorate  and  as  downstream 
populations  grow.  In  the  past  year  alone,  approximately  273  documented 
failures  have  occurred  across  the  nation  (this  includes  250  as  a  result 
of  the  Georgia  Flood  of  1994) .  Lives  were  lost  in  Georgia  last  year  as 
an  indirect  result  of  dam  failures.  Dam  and  downstream  repair  costs 
resulting  from  failures  in  23  states  reporting  in  1994  totalled  $54.3 
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million.  Failures  can  affect  larger  populations,  may  flood  into 
neighboring  states  and  may  cost  millions  of  dollars  in  federal  disaster 
relief  spending. 

The  priority  on  rehabilitating  our  aging  and  deteriorating 
national  infrastructure  must  include  dams.  Dams  provide  people  with 
tremendous  everyday  benefits  such  as  drinking  water,  electricity, 
protection  from  floods  and  irrigation. 

To  measure  our  progress  toward  assuring  the  safety  of  all  dams,  a 
centralized,  dynamic  database  of  information  on  dams  is  essential.  The 
National  Inventory  of  Dams  can  supply  this  necessary  statistical  data. 
But  this  type  of  data  is  only  as  good  as  the  last  update.  The  database 
must  be  continuously  updated  as  the  vital  information  on  dams,  such  as 
condition,  ownership  and  downstream  population  is  subject  to  change. 

CONCLUSION 

In  summary,  the  data  in  the  National  Inventory  of  Dams  is 
important  to  federal  and  state  dam  regulators  to  have  access  to 
accurate,  current  information  on  dams  that  impact  other  dams,  flood 
prone  areas,  future  projects  and  the  safety  of  existing  communities. 
In  addition,  the  data  is  essential  to  emergency  managers  in  disaster 
mitigation  and  response  as  well  as  to  policy  makers  who  constantly  need 
to  know  the  "state  of  America's  dams". 

We  strongly  urge  this  subcommittee  to  continue  funding  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  National  Inventory  of  Dams  and  implore  you  to  revisit  the 
need  to  appropriate  funds  to  fully  implement  the  1986  Dam  Safety 
Provisions  in  an  effort  to  prevent  dam  failures  rather  than  reacting  to 
failures  with  clean  up  funds. 


1994  State  Dam  Inventory  Data 

Ho-state  because  of  number  ot  dams,  but  also  because  state 
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Mr,  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much.  Your  study  does  not  involve 
Federal  dams;  you  have  not 

Mr.  Iarossi.  The  unsafe  dams  do  not.  The  National  Inventory 
does  include  Federal  dams,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  am  sorry.  Did  you  say  it  does  or  does  not  include 
Federal  dams. 

Mr.  Iarossi.  The  National  Inventory  does  include  Federal  dams, 
yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  But  you  did  not  cite  any  as  being  unsafe;  is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Iarossi.  No.  I  was  speaking  only  to  State-regulated  dams. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Actually,  I  understand  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
never  built  a  dam  that  has  failed,  have  they? 

Mr.  Iarossi.  I  don't  know,  sir.  I  would  be  afraid  to  answer  that. 
I  think  the  Corps  should  answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  what  they  have  told  us. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  was  just  checking  on  them. 

Mr.  Iarossi.  I  can't  comment  on  that,  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Okay. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
SOUTH  DAKOTA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  TIM  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  recognize  our  colleague  from 
South  Dakota,  Mr.  Johnson.  You  may  proceed  as  you  care  to. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill.  I  want  to 
say  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  briefly  share  with  you  our  con- 
cerns about  water  development  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota  and 
thank  this  committee,  as  well,  for  the  outstanding  support  that  you 
have  extended  to  us  over  the  past  years. 

Two  critically  important  rural  drinking  water  projects  in  South 
Dakota  are  on  our  agenda,  Mni  Wiconi  in  Mid-Dakota,  I  know  that 
you  both  are  very  familiar  with  both  projects.  They  continued  with 
construction  activities  over  the  past  year  due  to  the  strong  level  of 
support  from  this  committee  and  I  would  like  to  keep  my  oral 
statement  brief  and  just  highlight  the  progress  that  these  two 
projects  have  made  and  share  with  the  committee  our  request  for 
fiscal  year  1996. 

I  have  included  in  more  detail  in  my  written  statement  for  the 
review  of  the  committee  and  staff.  The  subcommittee  has  dem- 
onstrated its  strong  support  for  the  Mni  Wiconi  supply  system  over 
the  past  6  years,  including  $17  million  appropriated  last  year  by 
this  subcommittee  and  the  $14.5  million  which  was  finally  ap- 
proved by  Congress.  The  project  now  has  received  more  than  $33.5 
million  from  Congress. 

This  vital  water  supply  project  is  well  on  its  way  as  construction 
efforts  move  forward  and  work  on  the  main  components  of  the  sys- 
tem is  set  to  begin  in  fiscal  year  1996.  The  majority  of  last  year's 
funding  for  Mni  Wiconi  was  used  for  the  construction  of  distribu- 
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tion  pipelines  and  pumping  stations,  which  will  connect  to  the  core 
system  pipeline  when  that  is  in  place. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  last  year  legislation  was  passed  and 
signed  into  law  which  expanded  the  Mni  Wiconi  project  to  include 
two  additional  Indian  reservations  in  western  South  Dakota,  the 
Rosebud  and  Lower  Brule  reservations.  Both  have  difficult  eco- 
nomic conditions  and  water  quality  problems  and  the  same  critical 
need  for  dependable  clean  water  supply  as  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian 
Reservation.  This  expansion  increases  the  authorization  from  $120 
million  to  $263  million  and  finalizes  the  scope  of  the  project  so 
work  on  the  main  components  of  the  project  can  now  proceed. 

I  urge  the  committee  to  continue  its  strong  support  for  this 
project  by  including  $47.8  million  for  the  Mni  Wiconi  rural  water 
supply  project  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1996.  While  this  level  of  funding  is  a  significant  increase  over  pre- 
vious years,  it  is  necessary  for  two  reasons  for  the  continued  timely 
construction  schedule  of  the  project. 

One,  the  project  has  been  expanded  by  Congress  to  include  two 
additional  reservations,  as  I  noted  earlier;  and  two,  construction 
must  now  begin  on  the  major  components  of  the  project,  including 
the  intake,  the  water  treatment  plant  and  core  pipeline.  The  ad- 
ministration has  continued  its  strong  support  of  the  Mni  Wiconi 
project  and  has  included  the  project  in  the  President's  budget  for 
the  past  three  fiscal  years. 

Commissioner  Dan  Beard  is  a  very  committed  and  strong  sup- 
porter of  the  project  and  the  Mni  Wiconi  project  includes  three  of 
the  poorest  counties  in  the  Nation  and  the  need  for  clean  drinking 
water  is  undeniably  great.  I  also  want  to  thank  the  committee  for 
the  $4  million  Congress  appropriated  for  the  Mid-Dakota  rural 
water  supply  system  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  Mid-Dakota  project,  which  was  authorized  in  1992,  will  pro- 
vide high  quality  drinking  water  for  more  than  30,000  residents  of 
South  Dakota  in  the  central  part  of  our  State.  The  State  of  South 
Dakota  has  appropriated  more  than  $5  million  for  this  project  in 
recent  years  in  order  to  demonstrate  its  willingness  to  significantly 
contribute  to  Mid-Dakota's  development  and  meet  its  cost  share  re- 
quirement. 

This  combination  of  Federal  and  State  funding  has  allowed  Mid- 
Dakota  to  begin  construction  activities  on  the  main  intake  and  the 
water  treatment  plants.  I  am  requesting  $23.4  million  for  the  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation's  construction  program  for  the  Mid-Dakota 
rural  water  project  and  just  as  Mni  Wiconi,  these  funds  for  fiscal 
year  1996  are  necessary  for  the  continued  work  on  the  major  facili- 
ties of  the  project,  including  the  intake  and  pump  station  and  the 
water  treatment  plant. 

The  need  for  the  Mid-Dakota  project  has  been  well-documented 
over  the  past  few  years,  but  I  want  to  remind  the  committee  of  the 
water  quality  and  availability  problems  which  exist  in  the  project 
area.  The  groundwater  options  in  this  part  of  the  State  are  of  criti- 
cally poor  quality  and  exceed  many  of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act 
standards  for  a  number  of  elements.  Commissioner  Beard  has  also 
stated  his  strong  support  for  Mid-Dakota  project  over  the  past  sev- 
eral years. 
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Dependable  sources  of  quality  water  is  essential  to  rural  eco- 
nomic development  and  the  future  of  rural  America  and  I  am  a 
strong  believer  in  our  Nation's  need  to  develop  its  infrastructure  as 
I  know  this  committee  is  as  well.  I  believe  the  Federal  Gk)vernment 
has  a  role  to  play  in  rural  water  delivery  and  I  will  continue,  as 
this  committee  has  been,  to  be  a  strong  advocate  for  its  Federal 
presence. 

I  also  appreciate  the  committee's  consideration  of  the  additional 
South  Dakota  water  development  needs  outlined  in  my  written  tes- 
timony, including  my  support  for  funding  of  the  Lake  Andes-Wag- 
ner/Marty II  Demonstration  Research  Program  and  a  feasibility 
study  for  the  Tri-County  Water  Association  and  the  Cheyenne 
River  Sioux  tribe. 

Several  people  from  South  Dakota  will  be  testifying  next,  and  I 
have  always  appreciated  the  warm  reception  that  these  people 
have  received  from  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  well  as  Mr.  Mr.  Bevill, 
the  Ranking  Member  and  the  other  members  of  this  subcommittee 
and  from  the  committee  staff.  Thanks  again  for  this  opportunity  to 
share  with  you  the  water  development  needs  for  South  Dakota,  and 
most  of  all,  for  your  past  very  strong  support  of  our  projects. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Johnson  follows:] 


. 
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STATEMENfT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  TIM  JOHNSON 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  begin  by  thanking  you  for  allowing  me  to  testily  this  afternoon  on  behalf 
of  the  water  development  needs  of  South  Dakota.  I  appreciate  your  efforts  and  those  of  the 
Committee  staff  and  your  past  support  for  sound  water  development.  As  in  the  past,  my  testimony 
today  will  outline  the  water  development  needs  in  South  Dakota  for  fiscal  year  1996,  including  the 
Mni  Wiconi  and  Mid-Dakota  rural  water  projects,  as  well  as  other  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
Corps  of  Engineers  funding  needs. 

As  you  know,  many  western  and  plains  states,  including  South  Dakota,  experience  increasingly 
unpredictable  levels  of  precipitation,  going  from  extreme  drought  in  some  years  to  flooding  the 
next.  This  situation  highUghts  the  reality  that  water  is  absolutely  crucial  to  the  West  and  usually 
not  very  dependable.  Appropriate  water  development  is  needed  to  maintain  thousands  of 
communities  throughout  the  West;  without  water  these  areas,  particularly  rural  communities,  will 
continue  to  decline.  I  appreciate  the  leading  role  that  this  Committee  has  taken,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
addressing  these  needs,  and  I  applaud  your  willingness  to  work  with  Members  from  these  states  to 
resolve  these  serious  problems.  I  especially  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  Ranking 
Minority  Member  and  the  members  of  the  Committee,  for  your  past  support  of  water  development 
in  South  Dakota  and  all  rural  America. 

I  certainly  understand  the  constraints  placed  on  Congress  and  this  Committee  and  our  efforts  to 
reduce  the  deficit,  and  as  always  I  do  not  envy  the  difficult  choices  your  Committee  has  to  make 
this  year.  Nevertheless,  we  still  have  pressing  needs  in  this  country  that  must  be  addressed.  We 
cannot  allow  the  current  budget  situation  to  force  us  to  renege  on  our  responsibihties  to  the  people 
of  this  nation.  South  Dakota  needs  continued  federal  help  in  its  water  development  efforts,  and  as 
the  Representative  for  the  entire  state,  I  would  like  to  address  the  projects  that  I  believe  are 
deserving  of  funding  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

The  Committee  has  shown  the  Mni  Wiconi  Rural  Water  Supply  Project,  authorized  in  1988,  a  great 
deal  of  support  over  the  past  several  years.  To  date,  $33.65  million  has  been  appropriated  for  this 
critically  important  water  project.  The  $14.5  million  appropriated  by  Congress  for  fiscal  year  1995 
has  gone  a  long  way  towards  making  this  critical  project  a  reahty  and  improving  the  quahty  of  life 
across  the  entire  project  area.  The  majority  of  last  year's  funding  will  be  used  for  the  continued 
timely  development  of  the  project  by  providing  for  the  construction  of  pipelines,  pumping  stations, 
reservoirs  and  other  facilities.  By  putting  "pipe  in  the  ground"  the  project  has  been  able  to  energize 
its  membership,  and  after  many  years  of  "talking"  about  a  rural  water  system  in  this  part  of  South 
Dakota,  the  Mni  Wiconi  project  with  the  funding  provided  by  this  Committee  is  making  it  happen. 

I  urge  the  Committee  to  continue  its  strong  support  for  this  project  by  including  $47.8  milhon  for 
the  Mni  Wiconi  Rural  Water  Supply  Project  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  budget  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996.  This  funding  will  allow  for  (he  continued  timely  development  of  the  project  by  providing 
for  the  construction  of  the  main  feattires  of  the  system,  includmg  the  intake  facilities,  the  water 
treatment  plant,  and  the  core  system  pipeline. 

Work  on  the  major  feamres  on  the  system  will  be  able  to  go  forward  in  fiscal  year  1996,  now  that 
Congress  has  completed  action  on  legislation  to  expand  the  service  territory  of  the  Mni  Wiconi 
project.  I  am  proud  to  have  authored  this  legislation  to  expand  the  service  territory  of  the  Mni 
Wiconi  project,  which  was  passed  by  Congress  last  October  and  signed  into  law  by  President 
Clinton.  This  addition  will  allow  the  project  to  provide  a  clean,  dependable  supply  of  water  to  the 
Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  and  the  Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe,  both  of  which  are  located  in  counties  that 
rank  among  the  poorest  in  the  nation.  The  authorized  expansion,  which  increases  the  project 
authorization  from  $120  milhon  to  $263  milhon,  also  allows  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project  to  meet  the 
full  needs  of  the  original  service  territory,  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  and  the  West  River- 
Lyman  Jones  rural  water  systems. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  you  are  already  familiar  with  this  project  and  the  undeniable  need  for  this 
water,  however,  I  believe  it  is  important  to  review  these  facts  to  ensure  that  the  current  situation  is 
not  forgotten.  As  you  know,  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project  will  provide  reliable,  good  quality  drinking 
water  to  approximately  5 1 ,000  people  in  southwest  and  central  South  Dakota,  including  the 
residents  of  three  Indian  Reservations,  as  noted  above.  Water  delivery  for  many  members  of  the 
Oglala  Sioux  Tribe  on  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  and  in  other  areas  of  the  project  currently 
means  driving  or  walking  for  miles  to  a  community  pump,  filling  up  five  gallon  buckets  or  barrels 
with  water  and  returning  home.  Drilling  a  well  in  this  region  can  range  up  to  $50,000. 

On  top  of  expense  and  difficulty  in  obtaining  water,  the  water  quality  in  the  project  area  is  abysmal. 
Most  water  sources,  whether  community  water  supplies  or  personal  wells,  do  not  meet  standards 
set  by  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  due  to  high  levels  of  total  dissolved  solids,  sodium,  sulfates, 
chlorides,  iron,  and  even  radium.    Many  Reservation  water  sources  are  increasingly  polluted  with 
biological  contaminants.  Obviously,  the  poor  water  throughout  the  project  area  contributes  to  the 
health  problems  in  the  region.  Diabetes,  kidney  disease,  hypertension  and  a  high  infant  mortality 
are  particularly  prevalent  on  the  Reservation.  On  average  across  the  project  area,  drinking  two  and 
one-half  quarts  of  water  per  day  for  a  year  is  equivalent  to  drinking  two  pounds  of  rock. 

In  addition  to  improving  the  health  of  residents  in  the  region,  I  strongly  believe  that  this  water 
delivery  project  will  stabilize  the  rural  economy.  Water  is  a  basic  commodity  and  is  essential  if  we 
are  to  ever  foster  new  rural  development.  Water  development  and  economic  development  are 
especially  important  in  helping  the  residents  of  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  break  the  cycle 
of  poverty.    Shannon  County,  Todd  County  and  Lyman  County,  which  are  all  part 
of  the  project  service  territory,  are  several  of  the  poorest  counties  in  the  nation.   I 
am  confident  that  by  providing  one  of  life's  key  commodities  to  this  region.  Congress  will  take  a 
fundamental  step  in  meeting  its  trust  responsibility  to  these  Indian  communities. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  worked  very  closely  with  the  project  sponsors;  in  fact,  I  must 
commend  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  local  employees  for  their 
diligent  efforts  in  working  with  the  Oglala  Sioux  Tribe,  West  River/Lyman- Jones,  Rosebud  Sioux 
Tribe,  and  Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe.  The  five  project  sponsors  and  the  Bureau  have  worked  well 
together  in  a  cooperative  spirit  over  the  years,  and  I  sincerely  appreciate  the  efforts  and  support  of 
Commissioner  Beard  and  his  staff  In  fact,  the  Administration  has  now  supported  the  project  in 
the  President's  budget  for  the  past  three  fiscal  years.  As  the  Commissioner  indicated  in  his  written 
testimony  before  your  Subcommittee  just  a  couple  of  weeks  ago,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Administration  budget  for  FY  '96  supports  the  Mni  Wiconi  project  at  a  level  of  $10.5  million  for 
construction  and  $2.4  million  for  operation  and  maintenance.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  state 
of  South  Dakota  continues  to  meet  its  cost  share  obligations  to  the  project,  including  recent 
approval  of  $1.8  million  in  funding  by  the  state  legislature. 

I  do  not  believe  our  needs  get  any  more  basic  than  good  quality,  reliable  drinking  water,  and  I 
appreciate  the  fact  that  Congress  and  this  Committee  have  shown  their  support  for  the  Mni  Wiconi 
Rural  Water  System  over  the  past  few  years.  The  need  for  this  project  is  undeniably  great,  and  I 
will  continue  to  work  for  its  full  development.  I  thank  the  Committee  for  its  consideration  of  my 
request  for  $47.8  million  for  the  Mni  Wiconi  project. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  Committee  for  the  $4  million  appropriated  last  year  to  the  Mid-Dakota 
Rural  Water  Supply  System  for  FY  '95.  The  Mid-Dakota  project,  which  was  authorized  in  1992, 
will  provide  high  quality  drinking  water  to  more  than  30,000  residents  of  South  Dakota  in  the 
central  part  of  the  state.  The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  appropriated  more  than  $5  million  for  this 
project  in  recent  years  in  order  to  demonstrate  its  willingness  to  significantly  contribute  to  Mid- 
Dakota's  development. 
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The  Mid-Dakota  project  has  made  tremendous  progress  over  the  past  year,  including  the  start  of 
construction  of  the  water  intake  and  pump  station,  as  well  as  the  water  treatment  plant.  This 
construction  activity  has  been  made  possible  by  the  previous  support  of  Congress,  and  will 
continue  with  the  further  support  of  Congress  and  the  Administration. 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  Commissioner  Beard  has  indicated  his  strong  support  for  the  Mid-Dakota 
project  in  the  past,  as  demonstrated  by  the  following  comment  during  a  visit  with  myself.  Senator 
Tom  Daschle,  and  the  local  project  sponsors,  "This  is  a  high  priority  project... It  is  crucial  to 
sustained  economic  growth  in  central  South  Dakota."  I  am  very  pleased  the  Commissioner  has 
been  able  to  visit  the  project  service  area  to  see  firsthand  the  critical  need  for  the  Mid-Dakota 
project. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  note  that  the  Administration  has  included  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System 
in  the  Bureau's  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  first  time  ever,  at  a  level  of  $2.5  million.  While 
the  project  sponsors  and  myself  are  very  pleased  to  see  the  Administration  recognizes  the  need  for 
the  Mid-Dakota  project  and  included  funding  in  the  President's  proposed  FY  '96  budget,  the  level 
of  funding  remains  far  short  of  what  is  needed  to  keep  this  project  on  schedule  and  to  provide 
residents  of  central  South  Dakota  with  clean,  dependable  drinking  water. 

I  am  requesting  $23.4  million  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  construction  program  for  the  Mid- 
Dakota  project  to  assist  the  State  and  local  project  sponsors  in  FY  '96  construction  activities, 
including  construction  of  the  hitake  and  Pump  station,  the  Water  Treatment  Plant,  the  main 
pipeline,  and  distribution  systems.  This  level  of  funding  will  keep  the  project  construction  on 
schedule  and  honor  those  construction  contracts  already  in  progress. 

The  need  for  the  Mid-Dakota  project  has  also  been  well  documented  over  the  past  few  years,  but  I 
would  like  to  remind  the  Committee  of  the  water  quahty  and  availability  problems  which  exist  in 
the  project  area.  The  ground  water  options  in  this  part  of  the  state  are  of  very  poor  quality  and 
exceed  many  of  the  standards  for  a  number  of  elements.  These  high  mineral  levels  include  iron, 
manganese,  sodium,  sulfates  and  total  dissolved  solids.  The  poor  quality  of  the  water  also  causes 
many  health  related  concerns  and  pose  a  public  threat,  as  much  of  the  water  is  not  only  high  in 
mineral  levels,  but  also  high  in  levels  of  nitrates  and  bacteria.  Health  problems  caused  by  the  poor 
quality  of  water  range  from  diarrhea  and  digestive  complications  to  forcing  residents  with  young 
children  to  use  distilled  water  to  avoid  harmful  side  effects. 

The  Lake  Andes- Wagner/Marty  n  demonstration  research  program  also  received  federal 
authorization  in  1992,  and  I  want  to  thank  the  Committee  for  the  $250,000  Congress  provided  for 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  General  Investigations  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  begin  this  important 
demonstration  project.  This  project  is  again  a  joint  local  effort,  including  the  Lake  Andes- Wagner 
Water  Systems,  Inc.,  the  Yankton  Sioux  Tribe  and  the  State  of  South  Dakota.  The  local  sponsors 
have  shown  their  support  for  this  5,000  acre  research  project  located  in  the  south  central  part  of  the 
state  by  contributing  more  than  $2.5  million.  This  research  project  is  authorized  to  determine  the 
drainage  properties  of  glacial  till  soils,  the  effects  of  irrigation  on  selenium  movement  within  these 
soil  types,  treatment  methods  for  surface  waters  with  high  levels  of  selenium,  and  wetland  and 
wildlife  enhancement  activities  which  will  be  effective  in  areas  with  high  levels  of  naturally 
occurring  selenium.  The  results  of  this  important  research  will  not  only  benefit  South  Dakota,  but 
also  many  other  parts  of  the  western  United  States  where  high  levels  of  selenium  cause  problems. 
I  fully  support  the  project  sponsors  request  for  $500,000  to  continue  the  study  and  planning  efforts 
of  the  project  sponsors  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  In  fact,  the  Bureau  has  been  actively 
involved  in  the  planning  efforts  for  this  research  demonstration  project  and  this  level  of  funding 
has  been  supported  by  the  Bureau. 

Last  year,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congress  included  $150,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  conduct 
the  needs  assessment  study  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  the  area  served  by  the  Tri-County  Water 


Association,  including  the  Cheyenne  Sioux  Tribe  Indian  Reservation,  in  north  central  South 
Dakota.  This  area  of  South  Dakota  also  suffers  from  poor  water  quality  and  this  effort  will  finally 
allow  Tri-County  Water  Association  and  the  Cheyenne  Sioux  Tribe  to  address  this  need  with  long 
term  solutions,  instead  of  temporary  fixes.  The  continuation  of  this  process  calls  for  a  feasibility 
study  to  be  conducted  next.  I  strongly  support  the  local  sponsors  request  of  $350,000  for  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation's  General  Investigations  to  have  the  feasibilitv  study  completed  in  fiscal 
year  1996. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  several  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Projects  in  my  state  that  have 
been  part  of  Administration  budgets  in  the  past,  and  I  would  like  to  lend  my  strong  support  to  these 
funding  needs,  including  the  continued  rehabilitation  of  the  Belle  Fourche  Irrigation  Unit  which 
will  require  $4.3  million  in  FY  '96.  I  appreciate  the  support  the  Committee  has  shown  one  of  the 
nation's  first  Bureau  of  Reclamation  irrigation  projects  over  the  years,  and  I  am  hopeful  this 
support  will  continue.  In  an  effort  to  have  this  rehabilitation  effort  finished  in  a  complete  and  cost 
efficient  manner,  I  worked  closely  with  the  Bureau,  the  State  and  the  local  sponsors  to  author 
legislation  to  increase  the  authorization  ceiling  by  $14.5  million,  of  which  $4.5  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  State  of  South  Dakota.  This  legislation  was  passed  and  signed  into  law  last  October,  and  the 
rehabilitation  effort  which  began  in  the  mid-80s  is  well  on  its  way  to  completion. 

The  Black  Hills  Water  Management  Study,  which  will  develop  a  water  management  plan  for  the 
complex  hydrologic  system  in  the  Black  Hills  of  South  Dakota,  is  another  project  which  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  requested  funding  for  in  its  previous  budgets  and  which  also  has 
received  previous  support  from  the  Committee.  The  droughts  of  the  past  have  had  a  major 
negative  impact  on  the  water  resources  in  the  region,  and  the  Black  Hills  system  is  increasingly 
stressed  by  the  expansion  of  mining,  urban  growth  and  recreation  development  as  well  as  by 
existing  irrigation  and  drinking  water  needs.  Little  is  known  about  the  hydrology  of  the  Black 
Hills  and  this  information  is  essential  to  the  sound  management  of  our  water  resources.  The  full 
Black  Hills  hydrology  study  is  an  effort  over  the  course  of  at  least  10  years,  and  the  $150,000 
requested  by  the  Administration  for  FY  '96  would  provide  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's 
continued  involvement  in  an  interagency  plaiming  group.  The  State  of  South  Dakota  and  local 
sponsors  continue  to  demonstrate  strong  local  support  for  this  project  by  matching  the  federal 
appropriations  which  started  in  1991. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  very  supportive  the  Administration's  requests  for  Corps  of  Engineers 
funding  in  South  Dakota  and  hope  that  they  will  continue  to  receive  the  support  of  the  Committee 
as  they  have  in  years  past.  The  Corps  not  only  operates  and  maintains  4  of  the  main  stem  dams 
along  the  Missouri  River  in  South  Dakota,  but  they  have  also  been  very  involved  in  a  number  of 
important  flood  control  efforts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  having  this  opportunity  to  outline  the  funding  needs  for  South  Dakota 
water  development.  This  Committee  has  always  been  gracious  and  given  full  consideration  to  my 
requests,  which  I  deeply  appreciate.  South  Dakota  is  plagued  by  water  of  exceedingly  poor 
quaUty,  and  the  Mni  Wiconi  and  Mid-Dakota  rural  water  projects  are  efforts  to  help  provide  clean 
water  -  a  commodity  most  of  us  take  for  granted  --  to  the  people  of  South  Dakota.  I  am  a  strong 
believer  in  the  federal  governments  role  in  rural  water  delivery,  and  I  hope  to  continue  to  advance 
that  agenda  both  in  South  Dakota  and  around  the  country. 

Sound  water  development  is  crucial  to  our  state,  whether  it  is  rural  water  delivery,  wetland  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  irrigation  or  flood  control.  These  projects  stabilize  the  rural  economy  and 
greatly  contribute  to  rural  economic  development  since  water  is  a  vital  component  to  ensure  futiire 
growth.  I  appreciate  the  time  and  hard  work  the  Committee  has  devoted  to  developing  water 
infrastructure,  especially  the  efforts  of  the  Committee  in  meeting  the  needs  of  South  Dakota  and 
rural  America.  I  look  forward  to  continued  close  cooperation  with  the  Committee  to  meet  the  needs 
of  our  nation.  Thanks  again  for  your  time  and  consideration. 
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Mr.  Bevill.  Tim,  do  you  have  the  figure  there  on  that  Mid-Da- 
kota rural  water  system? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mid-Dakota  rural  water  system  received  $4  mil- 
lion last  year  and  we  are  requesting  $23.4  million  this  year. 

Mr.  Bevill.  What  is  that  extra  for? 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  would  allow  for  actual  construction  of  the 
water  intake  and  pump  station  and  water  treatment  plant,  which 
is  at  the  beginning  of  the  system  and  is  obviously  the  very  expen- 
sive part  of  this  project. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Tim,  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
MNI  WICONI  PROJECT,  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

WITNESSES 

KIRK     CORDES,     PRESIDENT,     WEST     RIVER/LYMAN-JONES     RURAL 

WATER  SYSTEMS  INC. 
WILBUR  BETWEEN  LODGES,  PRESIDENT,  OGLALA  SIOUX  TRIBE 

Mr.  Myers.  Next  the  committee  will  hear  from  the  representa- 
tives of  the  Mni  Wiconi  project,  Mr.  Cordes  and  Mr.  Lodges. 

Mr.  Lodges.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  appre- 
ciate the  invitation  to  appear  before  you  today  to  testify  on  behalf 
of  the  needs  of  the  Mni  Wiconi  Rural  Water  Supply  Project.  My 
name  is  Wilbur  Between  Lodges,  and  I  am  the  President  of  the  Og- 
lala  Sioux  Tribe.  I  am  offering  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Indian 
tribes  that  participate  in  the  project:  Oglala  Sioux,  the  Rosebud 
Sioux  and  Lower  Brule  Sioux.  I  am  joined  by  Mr.  Cordes,  who  rep- 
resents the  non-Indian  service  areas:  West  River  and  Lyman  Jones. 

I  would  also  like  to  introduce  the  tribal  presidents  that  have 
traveled  here  for  this  most  important  hearing.  William  Kindle  from 
the  Rosebud  Sioux  tribe  and  Tim  Felicia  representing  the  Lower 
Brule  Sioux  Tribe. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  written  statement  outlines  the  need  for  add- 
ing $37  million  to  the  administration's  budget  of  $10  million  for  fis- 
cal year  1996.  This  would  bring  the  total  fiscal  year  1996  funding 
to  $47  million.  We  desperately  need  this  funding  on  the  Indian  res- 
ervations to  bring  drinking  water  to  people  that  do  not  have  water 
and  do  not  have  the  means  to  get  it.  Per  capita  incomes  are  $3,000 
annually  and  about  one-third  of  the  income  levels  in  the  rest  of 
South  Dakota.  Nearly  60  percent  of  the  Indian  families  are  below 
poverty  level  and  unemployment  as  high  as  33  percent.  These  peo- 
ple do  not  have  the  financial  means  to  build  drinking  water  facili- 
ties from  their  own  monies.  Nor  do  they  have  the  financial  means 
to  haul  drinking  water. 

Part  of  the  problem  is  that  good  quality  water  is  scarce,  and 
quantities  of  all  water,  good  or  bad,  are  meager.  These  are  the  rea- 
sons we  seek  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  start  building  the  Oglala  Core 
facilities  that  will  bring  water  to  everyone  from  the  Missouri  River. 
These  Oglala  Corps  facilities  include  the  intake  treatment  plant 
and  pipelines. 
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The  effect  on  the  health  of  a  generations  of  Indian  people  without 
safe  and  adequate  drinking  water  has  been  devastating;  because 
my  people  do  not  have  adequate  water  or  it  will  stand  in  buckets 
for  general  use,  the  incidence  of  disease  is  high.  Recent  statistics 
from  the  Indian  Health  Service,  for  example,  shows  that  cases  of 
Hepatisis-A  are  double  on  the  Pine  Ridge  when  compared  with 
Rapid  City,  South  Dakota,  near  us. 

The  difference  in  incidence  is  attributed  to  overcrowding  and  lack 
of  running  water  in  Pine  Ridge  households.  Between  1990  and 
1993,  we  had  49  cases  per  1,000  population,  compared  with  Rapid 
City  at  24  cases  per  1,000  population.  The  health  impact  of  this 
disease  is  severe,  as  you  know,  and  the  economic  and  social  cost 
is  great.  Mni  Wiconi  is  expected  to  bring  change. 

Change  is  also  expected  on  our  Indian  reservation  in  employment 
opportunity.  The  project  is  planned  to  bring  over  175  jobs  to  the  In- 
dian reservation  for  each  year  between  1996  and  2003.  I  am 
pleased  to  report  that  on  Pine  Ridge,  95  percent  of  the  labor  force 
in  construction  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995  was  Oglala 
Sioux.  And  75  percent  of  the  operators  were  Oglala  Sioux.  This  is 
another  benefit  of  the  project  that  cannot  be  lost  due  to  budget 
shortfalls  and  budget  cuts.  Employment  is  one  of  our  greatest  prob- 
lems due  to  lack  of  opportunity. 

You  would  be  very  impressed  with  the  minimal  turnover  in  the 
workforce.  Our  people  cherish  the  opportunity  to  work,  and  few 
people  leave  their  job  after  securing  it.  For  Rosebud  and  Lower 
Brule  Sioux  tribes,  the  1996  appropriations  are  especially  impor- 
tant in  order  that  we  can  begin  to  supply  high-quality  water  to  the 
people  in  critical  areas. 

I  close  my  remarks  by  respectfully  drawing  attention  to  the  hon- 
orable commitment  in  the  authorizing  legislation.  I  entreat  the  sub- 
committee to  work  with  us  to  find  the  funds  to  meet  our  10-year 
construction  schedule.  This  is  the  commitment  Congress  made 
when  the  legislation  was  passed,  and  I  quote:  "The  United  States 
has  a  trust  responsibility  to  ensure  that  safe  and  adequate  water 
supplies  are  available  to  meet  the  economic  environmental  water 
supply  and  public  health  needs  of  the  Pine  Ridge,  Rosebud  and 
lower  Brule  Indian  reservations." 

Thank  you  for  allowing  time  for  our  testimony. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Lodges. 

Mr.  Cordes,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  submitted  into  the 
record  and  you  may  proceed  as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Cordes.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  commit- 
tee. We  have  appeared  before  you  on  several  occasions  in  the  past. 
On  each  of  those  occasions  you  have  honored  us  with  your  generous 
support.  We  very  much  appreciate  your  support  and  have  made 
ever  effort  to  make  wise  use  of  the  funds  that  you  have  provided. 

You  and  other  committees  of  Congress  have  taken  the  leadership 
and  development  of  the  Mni  Wiconi  project.  Your  timely  appropria- 
tions have  allowed  us  to  meet  high-priority  needs  in  the  formative 
years  of  this  project.  Last  year.  Congress  considered  and  passed  S. 
2066  while  we  were  building  the  White  Clay  and  Creighton 
projects.  That  expanded  authorization  brings  water  service  to  the 
Rosebud  and  Lower  Brule  Sioux  tribes,  and  fixes  the  size  of  the  in- 
take at  the  Missouri  River  treatment  plant  and  core  system  pipe- 
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line.  Congress  has  recognized  the  need,  provided  the  authority,  and 
made  timely  appropriation  of  funds. 

We,  in  the  meantime,  have  demonstrated  that  we  are  worthy  of 
your  trust.  Others  question  our  ability  to  undertake  this  project 
with  only  Federal  oversight.  With  your  support,  we  have  put  pipe 
in  the  ground  and  now  deliver  safe  drinking  water  to  people  that 
could  not  have  accomplished  it  themselves. 

Many  of  these  people  now  have  safe  drinking  water  in  their 
homes  for  the  first  time  in  their  lives.  Many  previously  hauled  the 
only  safe  drinking  water  they  ever  had.  Fiscal  year  1996  is  a  criti- 
cal year  for  the  Mni  Wiconi  project.  As  project  sponsors,  we  have 
agreed  to  concentrate  our  efforts  on  the  intake,  the  treatment 
plants  and  the  core  system  pipeline.  These  are  significant  expendi- 
tures. However,  to  delay  their  construction  will  greatly  impede  our 
ability  to  deliver  quality  water  in  a  timely  manner,  and  will  even- 
tually add  to  the  construction  cost. 

Also,  work  on  the  main  delivery  system  will  reward  our  member- 
ship for  the  faith  that  they  have  had  in  us  during  this  lengthy  de- 
velopment period. 

The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  also  provided  strong  leadership 
and  timely  appropriations.  The  State,  like  the  Federal  Government, 
is  experiencing  some  very  difficult  budget  years.  However,  they 
have  placed  a  high  priority  on  quality  water  for  its  rural  popu- 
lation. The  South  Dakota  Legislature,  on  March  1,  1995,  appro- 
priated $1,800,000  to  meet  the  non-Federal  match  requirements  for 
the  non-Indian  portions  of  Mni  Wiconi.  This  amount  and  previous 
appropriations  exceeds  the  20  percent  non-Federal  match  require- 
ment to  date. 

As  President  of  the  West  River/Lyman-Jones  Rural  Water  Sys- 
tems, I  request  your  approval  of  our  fiscal  year  1996  request  for 
$47  million.  All  of  the  project  sponsors  have  participated  in  devel- 
oping a  request  for  what  we  feel  is  an  appropriate  amount.  I  assure 
you  that  we  will  make  timely  application  of  these  funds  and  we 
will  put  them  to  good  use. 

On  behalf  of  those  now  receiving  quality  water  from  your  pre- 
vious appropriations  and  those  looking  forward  to  continued  project 
development,  I  thank  you  for  your  continued  support  and  your  time 
here  today. 

[The  statement  of  Mni  Wiconi  Project  follows:] 
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FY  1996  APPROPRIATIONS  TESTIMONY 

MNI  WICONI  PROJECT 

SOUTH  DAKOTA 


(PL  100-516,  As  Amended  October  31,  1994) 


OGLALA  SIOUX  RURAL  WATER  SUPPLY  SYSTEM 

L YMAN-JONES  RURAL  WA  TER  SYSTEM 

WEST  RIVER  WATER  SYSTEM 

ROSEBUD  SIOUX  RURAL  WA  TER  SYSTEM 

LOWER  BRULE  RURAL  WATER  SYSTEM 


before 


HOUSE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
APPROPRIATIONS 


Honorable  John  Meyers,  Chairman 


1.  FY  1996  Budget  Request 

The  Mni  Wiconi  Project  beneficiaries  respectfully  request  third  year  construction  fimdmg  for 
the  project  in  the  amount  of  $47,827,000  as  follows: 

Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System 

Core  Facilities  (Intake,  Treatment  Plant,  PipeKnes)  $26,62 1 ,000 

Distribution  System  on  Pine  Ridge  7,450,000 

Lyman- Jones/West  River  Rural  Water  Systems  6,282,000 

Rosebud  Sioux  Rural  Water  System  6,602,000 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  Rural  Water  System  872.000 

Total  Mni  Wiconi  Project  $47,827,000 

The  Administration's  budget  of  $10.5  million  is  critically  short,  and  the  project  needs  an  increase  in 
FY  1996  of  $37,327,000. 

2.  Need  for  FY  1996  Funds 

The  project  beneficiaries  respectfiilly  petition  the  Subcommittee  to  increase  fimding  for  this 
project  fi-om  the  level  proposed  by  the  Admfaustration  ($10.5  milUon)  to  the  amount  needed  to 
maintain  the  project  schedule  ($47.8  million).  Congress  has  mandated  completion  of  the  project  in 
year  2003,  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  approved  the  Final  Engineering  Report.  TTie  report 
inchides  the  schedule  of  appropriations  that  we  request  and  that  is  needed  to  complete  the  project  on 
time.  The  Bureau  of  ReckuDation,  by  letter  of  March  1,  1995,  approved  our  FY  1996  plan  and  stated 
that  it  was  ...realistic  and  consistent  with  the  J  0-year  construction  schedule. 

We  re^ectfiiDy  submit  that  our  project  is  unique  and  that  no  other  project  m  the  Nation  has 
greater  needs.  Poverty  in  our  service  areas  is  consistently  deeper  than  elsewhere  in  the  Nation. 
Health  effects  of  water  borne  diseases  are  consistently  more  prevalent  than  elsewliere  in  the  Nation. 
In  our  geographic  area  water  is  scarce,  and  the  meager  suppUes  are  of  the  poorest  quality.  It  is 
incomprehensible  at  the  close  of  the  20th  century  to  have  a  region  in  which  social  and  economic 
conditions  are  as  devastating.  These  circumstances  are  summarized  as  follows: 

►  Poverty  as  measured  by  annual  hidian  per  capita  income  from  the  1990  Census,  (Table  157): 

Shannon  County  (Pme  Ridge,  part)  $3,029 

Todd  County  (Rosebud,  part)  4,005 

Lyman  County  (Lower  Brule,  part)  4,679 

South  Dakota  Total  10,661 

►•  Poverty  measured  by  percent  of  Indian  &mihes  below  poverty  level  from  the  1990  Census, 

(Table  158): 

Shannon  Coimty  (Pine  Ridge,  part)  59.6% 

Todd  County  (Rosebud,  part)  54.4 

Lyman  County  (Lower  Brule,  part)  45.0 

South  Dakota  Total  11.6 
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»  Unenq)loymeiit  of  bdian  population  from  th4  1990  Census,  (Table  154): 

Shannon  County  (Pine  Ridge,  part)  32.7% 

Todd  County  (Rosebud,  part)  27.3 

Lyman  County  (Lower  Bnile,  part)  15.7 
South  Dakota  Total  4.2 

►  Incidence  of  water  borne  diseases  on  the  Indian  Reservations  is  significantly  greater  than 

National  averages,  according  to  Indian  Health  Service,  due  in  part  to  lack  of  adequate  water 
in  the  home  and  poor  water  quality:  impetigo,  gastroenteritis,  shigellosis,  scabies  and 
hepatitis- A. 

3.         Funding  Crisis 

ITie  project  will  bring  safe  drinking  water  to  a  projected  population  of  5 1,600  m  a  rural  setting 
embracmg  14,000  square  miles,  all  of  which  was  formerly  part  of  the  Great  Sioux  Reservation 
established  by  the  Treaty  of  1868.'  Initial  authorization  of  the  project  was  m  October  1988  when 
Pubhc  Law  100-5 16  ( 102  Stat  2566)  gave  birth  to  the  Mni  Wiconi  Projea.  The  beneficiaries  of  the 
projea  were  the  Oglala  Sioux  Tribe  of  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  and  the  Lyman- Jones  and 
West  River  rural  water  systems.  The  latter  are  non- Indian  systems  that  will  receive  water  in  the  area 
betweai  the  Missouri  River  and  Pine  Ridge.  Authorized  fimding  for  construction  was  S87.5  milhon 
(January  1987  dollars).^ 

hi  October  1994  the  project  act  was  amended  ( 108  Stat  4526)  to  add  the  Rosebud  Sioux  and 
Lower  Biule  Sioux  nu^  water  systems.  The  act  also  e?q>anded  the  Oglala,  West  River  and  Lyman- 
Jones  systems  to  meet  fiill,  rather  than  partial,  needs  within  those  areas.  Authorized  federal  fUndmg 
was  mcreased  to  $250  miUion  (October  1992  dollars).'  In  the  original  and  amended  legislation  the 
construction  period  is  from  1994  through  2003,  and  the  first  two  years  of  appropriations  and 
construction  have  passed. 

Our  crisis  stems  from  the  faa  that,  while  m  the  first  two  years  of  appropriations  the 
Administration  did  not  support  the  fiill  fimding  needs  of  the  project,  the  diflFerence  between  our  needs 


All  of  the  lands  in  South  Dakota  west  of  the  east  bank  of  the  Missouri  River  were  part  of  the  Great  Sioux 
Reservation  from  the  Treaty  of  1868  until  South  DakoU  was  admitted  to  the  Union  in  1889.  At  that  time  the  Pine 
Ridge,  Rosebud  and  Lower  Brrile  Sioux  Reservations  were  formed,  among  other  Sioux  Reservations,  as  remnants  of 
the  former  Great  Sioux  Reservation. 

'In  addition  to  the  federal  funds,  Lyman- Jones  and  West  River  would  provide  $12.5  million  as  a  non-federal 
cost  share.  The  State  of  South  Dakota  is  the  primary  source  of  funding  for  the  non-federal  cost  share. 

^otal  project  costs  are  $263  miUion,  and  &e  Lyman- Jones  and  West  Rjver  share  of  the  cost  remams  at  about 
the  same  level  ($13  miUion)  due  to  the  fact  that,  while  the  Oglala  Sioux  core  pipeline,  treatment  plant  and  intake  costs 
were  mcreased  to  add  the  Rosebud  and  Lower  Brule  systems,  the  sharing  of  costs  by  two  new  beneficiaries  and  a 
change  from  65/35%  to  80/20%  federal/local  cost  share  were  factors  affectmg  the  lack  of  significant  change  m  the 
non-federal  costs.  The  two  non-Indian  systems  were  required  by  the  amended  legislation  to  participate  m  the  annual 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  the  Oglala  core  system,  which  had  not  previously  been  required. 


and  the  Administration's  budget  could  be  reasonably  addressed  by  Congress.  The  first  two  years  of 
fimding  have  been  adequate,  and  we  are  presently  on  sdiedule  to  conylete  m  year  2003.  In  FY  1996, 
however,  the  Administration's  budget  ($10.5  million)  fell  exceedingly  short  of  the  amount  needed 
($47.8  miUion).  In  November  and  December  last,  we  addressed  this  shortfell  with  0MB  and  the 
Commissioner  of  Reclamation  without  successfully  increasing  the  budget. 

Without  a  substantial  increase  in  fimding,  the  project  will  fall  sharply  behind  schedule.  The 
hopes  and  expectations  of  people  in  the  poorest  area  of  the  Nation  will  have  been  raised  and  then 
dashed.  Faith  m  the  commitment  of  the  United  States  to  the  Indian  people  in  this  project  has  been 
slow  in  coming.  Confidence  in  unproved  living  conditions  and  confidence  m  employment 
opportunities  will  be  eroded. 

The  Biu^eau  of  Reclamation,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Administratioa,  worked  with  us  in  its 
preparation  and  approved  oiu-  Final  Engineering  Report,  which  was  conq>leted  in  May  1993.  The 
following  are  the  two  fimding  schedules  that  are  the  backbone  of  the  Fi)uil  Engineering  Report: 


Fiscal 
Year^ 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 

2003 

Original 

Schedule 

$13,549,000 

13,426,000 

13,510,000 

11,917,000 

11,917,000 
$123,900,000 

Amended 

$13,549,000 
13,426,000 
44,156,000' 
27,400,000 

27,400,000 
$263,241,000 

Cost  Share  and 

Appropriations 

$12,500,000 

16,000,000 

Total 

$28,500,000 

Our  plan,  developed  with  the  cooperation  and  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (an 
agency  that  has  worked  exceedingly  well  with  us  fi'om  the  Commissioner  to  the  Area  level),  was  to 
defer  all  construction  on  the  Oglala  treatment  plant  at  the  Missouri  River,  the  Oglala  intake  and  the 
Oglala  core  pipeline  until  Congress  had  acted  on  our  proposed  amendments.  Sizmg  of  those  facilities 
is  subject  to  the  water  demands  of  the  project  and  wdiether  the  project  was  e>q)anded  or  not.  Had  we 
proceeded  to  build  part  of  the  Oglala  core  system  to  serve  the  originally  authorized  project 
beneficiaries,  the  cost  of  modification  to  address  expansion  would  have  been  greater  than  if 
construction  was  deferred  until  we  knew  the  sizes  of  facilities  to  design.  In  October  1994  Congress 
provided  the  decision-making  by  enacting  amaidments  to  the  project.  Accordmg  to  our  plan  we  will 
now  proceed  to  construction  of  the  Oglala  core  facilities:  intake,  treatment  plant  and  water  supply 
pipelbies. 


All  costs  presented  are  from  the  Final  Engineering  Report  and  are  based  on  October  1 992  dollars.  Our 
request  for  $47,827,000  reflects  cost  indexing  from  FY  1992  to  FY  1996  as  authorized  by  the  legislation. 

rY  1996  is  the  year  of  appropriations  that  would  change  (as  planned  by  the  Project  participants  and 
approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation)  depending  on  Congressional  decision-making  related  to  the  amendments  to 
expand  the  project  and  add  Rosebud  and  Lower  Brute.  The  Amended  Schedule  in  the  table  now  governs  fitMn  FY 
1996  through  FY  2003,  not  the  Original  Schedule 


The  Administration  had  prepared  the  FY  1996  budget  before  the  Congressional  amendments, 
and  the  budget  of  $10.5  milUon  was  supportive  of  our  pre-amendment  FY  1996  needs  ($13,5 10,000; 
see  table  above).  In  the  appropriations  process,  we  could  reasonably  expect  added  fimds  that  would 
be  consistent  with  the  historic  project  support  of  the  Subcommittees.  Note  m  the  table  above  that 
Congress  appropriated  sufficient  fimds  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  to  keep  the  project  pulled  even  with 
the  ftmding  needs  for  the  &st  two  years  of  construction. 

Immediately  upon  passage  of  the  amendments  and  the  President's  signature,  (October  3 1, 
1994),  there  was  considerable  eflFort  by  the  beneficiaries  to  affect  an  adjustment  of  the 
Administration's  budget.  We  would  be  happy  to  share  our  correspondence  and  meeting  notes  with 
the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation,  the  Dtector  of  0MB  and  the  Secretary  of  Interior.  However,  the 
budget  process  was  too  &r  advanced,  and  we  were  unable  to  affect  the  amounts  budgeted  for  our 
project. 

4.         Impacts  of  a  Budget  Shortfall 

The  mq)acts  of  the  FY  1996  budget  of  the  Administration  on  the  project  are  devastating.  In 
the  remainmg  eight  years  of  the  project  construction  schedule,  the  average  annual  fimdmg  need  is 
$29.5  miUion  (1992  dollars).  In  FY  1996  more  than  the  average  amount  had  been  budgeted  m  the 
Final  Engineering  Report  for  the  purpose  of  buildmg  the  essential  project  features:  Oglala  treatment 
plant,  Oglala  intake  and  Oglala  core  pipeUnes  needed  by  all  beneficiaries  to  receive  water  from  the 
primary  water  soiuce,  the  Missouri  River.  The  Administration's  proposal  will  provide  only  1/3  of  the 
average  annual  amount  needed  for  the  project  duration  and  less  than  1/5  of  the  amount  needed  in  FY 
1996.  The  project  will  be  crippled  and  prolonged  mdefinitely.  The  building  of  human  hopes  m  an 
area  of  deepest  poverty  will  be  crushed.  Action  by  this  Subcommittee  m  FY  1996  is  needed  to 
restore  the  course  of  the  project.  With  Subcommittee  action  the  shortfall  in  the  Administration 
budget  win  be  surmountable.  Without  Subcommittee  action,  the  project  will  not  overcome  the  fiiture 
annual  crisis  of  Administration  fundmg  proposals  that  lag  the  needs  and  prolong  project  building  to 
the  point  that  the  present  value  of  the  fiiture  benefits  will  be  markedly  reduced. 

In  addition  to  the  defivery  of  water,  there  has  been  employment  on  Pine  Ridge  in  the  first  two 
years  of  the  projea  of  over  65  mdividuals.  West  River  and  Lyman- Jones  have  created  an  additional 
30  jobs.  Annual  en^jloyment  on  all  of  the  Indian  Reservations  is  expected  to  average  175  individuals 
and  to  continue  at  that  level  until  2003.  At  least  100  Indian  jobs  will  be  lost  (along  with  confidence 
in  the  projert)  with  the  fundmg  level  proposed  by  the  Administration.  The  Chairman  and 
Subcommittee  members  are  again  referred  to  the  economic  statistics  on  the  first  page  of  our 
testimony  to  underscore  the  need  for  employment  in  the  area.  The  loss  of  100  jobs  on  the  Indian 
Reservations,  consistent  with  the  Administration's  budget,  will  destroy  hopes  for  job  opportunity. 

Fmally,  elements  of  the  project  have  been  buih  (or  are  being  built)  during  the  first  two  years 
of  construction  in  anticipation  of  the  treatment  plant  and  Oglala  core  pipelme  from  the  Missouri 
River.  Over  526  rural  homes  have  been  reached  by  the  project  (largely  without  water  historically), 
and  over  555  miles  of  pipehne  have  been  constructed.  Construction  is  imderway  that  will  bring  the 
totals  1,208  homes  served  and  1,091  miles  of  pipelme.  These  accompUshments  will  be  short-hved, 
however,  because  they  rely  in  part  on  groundwater  available  in  the  area  and  in  part  on  surface  water 
to  be  delivered  from  the  Missouri  River.  The  water  users  will  be  stranded  without  a  fully  safe  and 
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adequate  water  supply,  as  contemplated  by  PL  100-5 16,  until  the  Missouri  River  supply  &cilities  are 
built  and  interconnected  with  the  distribution  &cilities  built  m  last  two  years. 

At  the  outset  of  our  testimony,  we  described  the  uniqueness  of  this  project  in  meeting  basic 
human  needs  in  the  midst  of  poverty.  We  close  by  entreating  the  Subcommittee  to  consider 
additional  fectors: 

►  FY  1996  is  the  third  year  of  construction  and  at  the  conclusion  of  FY  1995  we  are  on 
schedule  for  completion  in  FY  2003; 

►  We  are  on  schedule  with  design  of  FY  1996  &cilities  and  can  fiilly  utiUze  all  fimds 
appropriated  for  FY  1996; 

►  With  federal  allocations  for  Central  Valley,  Central  Utah  and  Central  Arizona  through  FY 
1995  exceeding  $5.9  biUion;  with  FY  1995  appropriations  for  those  projects  alone  exceeding 
$200  million  in  Reclamation  fimds;  and  with  FY  1995  appropriations  to  the  Corps  for  its 
general  construction  budget  in  the  $  1  biUion  range,  we  are  confident  that  some  small  shifting 
of  priorities  to  address  our  FY  1996  needs  can  be  accompUshed; 

►  Findmgs  of  Congress  m  PubUc  Law  100-516,  as  amended,  that  places  the  Nation  on  the 
strongest  of  moral  grounds  m  this  project: 

...the  United  States  has  a  trust  responsibility  to  ensure  that  adequate  and  safe 
water  supplies  are  available  to  meet  the  economic,  environmental,  water 
supply  and  public  health  needs  of  the  Pine  Ridge,  Rosebud  and  Lower  Brule 
Iruiian  Reservations... 

As  a  final  matter,  we  seek  $500,000  m  additional  fimds  for  a  feasibihty  study  of  the 
wastewater  needs  of  the  three  Indian  Reservations  in  the  project.  There  is  a  need  to  provide 
wastewater  facilities  that  are  presenUy  lacking  on  the  reservations  to  ensure  the  fiill  benefit  of  the 
drinking  water  systems  now  being  constructed. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  your  fine  presentation. 
Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
SOUTH  DAKOTA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

JIM  RAYSOR,  SOUTH  DAKOTA  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENT  AND 
NATURAL  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  hear  Mr.  Steve  Pimer,  Act- 
ing Secretary  of  the  South  Dakota  Department  of  Environment, 
Natural  Resources.  Jim  Raysor,  is  that — Mr.  Raysor,  your  prepared 
statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  proceed  for  five 
minutes  whichever  way  you  like. 

Mr.  Raysor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Energy 
and  Water  Development  Subcommittee.  My  name  is  Jim  Raysor.  I 
am  not  Steve  Pimer.  I  am  the  Director  of  Water  Resource  Manage- 
ment for  the  State  of  South  Dakota's  Department  of  Environment 
Natural  Resources.  Governor  Janklow  sends  his  personal  regards 
and  his  support  for  the  funding  levels  that  I  will  be  requesting 
today. 

The  testimony  presented  asks  your  consideration  of  fiscal  year 
1996  funding  increases  for  three  major  South  Dakota  water 
projects  and  write-in  appropriations  for  two  other  projects  that  are 
under  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  budget.  We  have  reviewed  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  budget  and  support  the  funding  levels  as  pro- 
posed for  water  projects  and  facilities  in  South  Dakota.  Written  tes- 
timony is  provided  to  the  subcommittee  detailing  all  the  funding 
requests  for  the  reclamation  and  Corps  of  Engineers  activities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  critical  funding  area  is  to  increase  the 
administration's  funding  level  to  $47.8  million  from  the  level  of 
$10.5  million  for  the  Mni  Wiconi  project.  I  won't  characterize  the 
need.  You  will  hear  that  and  have  heard  that  in  great  expanse 
today,  but  what  I  will  say  that  the  initial  authorization  of  the 
project  in  1988  included  the  Oglala  Sioux  Tribe  of  the  Pine  Ridge 
Indian  Reservation  and  the  Lyman-Jones  and  West  River  Rural 
Water  Systems. 

In  1994,  the  project  was  amended  to  authorize  the  connection  of 
the  Rosebud  Indian  and  Lower  Brule  Indian  reservations  to  the 
Oglala  Sioux  tribe  rural  water  system.  While  this  budget  was  being 
prepared,  the  legislation  was  expanded  to — or  the  legislation  to  ex- 
pand the  project  was  being  considered  in  the  Congress. 

Until  the  amendment  language  was  agreed  on,  construction  of 
the  core  system  was  deferred,  and  that  was  in  order  to  avoid  the 
increases  and  the  delays  to  serve  these  additional  areas.  It  is  criti- 
cal that  this  project  maintain  its  construction  schedule  of  the  water 
treatment  plant,  intake  facilities  and  the  core  system  pipelines 
needed  to  supply  Missouri  River  water. 

$1.8  million  was  provided  by  the  South  Dakota  State  Legislature 
and  signed  into  law  by  the  Governor,  which  brings  the  total  of  $5.8 
million  that  has  been  provided  by  the  State  as  our  cost  share. 

Second,  we  ask  for  your  support  for  the  Mid-Dakota  rural  water 
system.  The  Department  and  local  sponsors  request  an  increase  to 
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$23.4  million  from  the  administration's  funding  level  of  $2.5  mil- 
lion. 

In  August  of  1994,  a  contract  was  awarded  for  the  Oahe  intake 
and  that  project  began  construction  in  October  of  1994.  The  Oahe 
treatment  plant  contract  was  awarded  in  October  and  construction 
of  the  foundation  and  earthwork  will  begin  this  month.  It  is  nec- 
essary to  complete  these  projects  and  award  the  main  pipeline  con- 
tracts as  well  as  distribution  systems  for  Canning,  Highmore  West 
and  Onida. 

These  service  areas  are  scheduled  to  begin  construction  at  the 
start  of  fiscal  year  1996.  The  project  sponsors  and  the  State  are  en- 
couraged that  Mid-Dakota  was  included  in  the  administration's 
budget.  However,  the  increased  funding  level  is  necessary  to  keep 
the  current  contracts  active.  They  are  completing  engineering  work 
and  design  work  on  $13.3  million  of  pipeline  and  storage  facilities, 
and  as  soon  as  funds  are  available,  these  contracts  can  be  bid  and 
awarded. 

Again,  the  State  legislature  provided  $1  million  in  cost  share  this 
year,  bringing  the  total  funding  level  that  the  State  has  provided 
for  our  non-Federal  match  at  $6.3  million. 

The  third  activity  is  the  Bell  Fourche  Irrigation  Project.  One  of 
the  oldest  reclamation  projects,  began  construction  in  1905  and  in 
1912,  irrigation  water  was  delivered.  Federal  legislation  was 
passed  in  1994  authorizing  $14.5  million  for  the  Bell  Fourche  unit 
that  was  funded  by  both  the  State  of  South  Dakota  and  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  funding  support  is  to  ensure  an  aggressive  construction 
schedule  of  the  unit  features  to  keep  this  project  on  track.  Under 
the  1994  legislation,  specific  work  items  were  authorized.  Those  in- 
cluded repair  of  the  Whitewood  Siphon,  reconstruction  of  the  out- 
lets on  the  Orman  Dam,  the  projects  primary  water  control  and 
storage  structure,  lining  of  the  South  Canal,  linings  and  replace- 
ment on  the  Johnson  Lateral,  one  of  the  largest  and  oldest  irriga- 
tion laterals,  and  the  replacement  of  canal  crossings. 

Local  project  sponsors  and  the  State  support  the  proposed  fund- 
ing level  of  $3.8  million.  However,  we  request  an  additional 
$500,000  that  will  be  utilized  to  rehabilitate  the  Johnson  Lateral. 
The  State  of  South  Dakota  is  committed  to  providing  the  non-Fed- 
eral matching  requirements  of  the  project.  The  legislature  author- 
ized the  State's  non-Federal  cost  share  of  $4  million  and  provided 
$1  million  in  funding  assistance  to  Bell  Fourche  in  this  last  legisla- 
tive session. 

We  have  also  identified  two  projects  not  included  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  that  need  support  in  fiscal  year  1996.  Your  consider- 
ation is  requested  to  provide  Bureau  of  Reclamation  general  inves- 
tigation funding  for  the  Tri-County  rural  water  system  in  Lake 
Andes- Wagner/Marty  II  research.  A  $350,000  write-in  for  Tri-Coun- 
ty rural  water  system  is  requested  to  initiate  a  feasibility  study. 
Cheyenne  Indian  River  Reservation  will  be  completed  this  summer 
and  it  will  determine  how  the  existing  water  system  can  be  reha- 
bilitated or  expanded  to  meet  the  reservation's  needs. 

The  next  step  is  the  feasibility  study.  Tri-County  currently  serves 
two-thirds  of  the  Cheyenne  Indian  Reservation.  However,  there  are 
areas  with  inadequate  capacity  to  provide  the  needs  within  the  sys- 
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tern.  On  behalf  of  the  Tri-County  and  the  Cheyenne  Sioux  tribe,  we 
ask  your  consideration  to  provide  funding  for  this  study  as  a  step 
towards  quality  drinking  water. 

A  Federal  appropriation  write-in  of  $500,000  is  requested  for  the 
Lake  Andes-Wagner/Marty  II  Demonstration  Research  Program. 
This  request  of  Federal  funding  is  necessary  to  support  the  bu- 
reau's planning  efforts  for  the  research  demonstration  project  and 
the  Lake  Andes-Wagner/Marty  II,  which  is  authorized  and  contin- 
gent upon  the  results  of  a  $30  million  research  program  designed 
to  determine  best  management  practices  for  irrigating  glacial  till 
soils. 

Over  $1  million  of  State  funding  has  been  provided  towards  de- 
velopment of  this  project.  We  request  your  favorable  consideration 
of  these  funding  requests  for  South  Dakota's  water  development 
projects,  and  thank  you  very  much  for  allowing  the  State  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  today. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  fine  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Raysor  follows:] 
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FFY  1996  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS 


FFY1995  FFY1996  FY  1996 

CONFERENCE     PROPOSED       SO.DAK.'s 
ALLOWANCE         BUDGET  REQUEST 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 


Construction 

Belle  Fourche  Unit 

Mni  Wiconi  RWS 

Mid-Dakota  RWS 

Oahe  Unit 

$3,064,000 

$14,500,000 

$4,000,000 

$100,000 

$3,802,000 

$10,500,000 

$2,500,000 

$80,000 

$4,302,000 

$47,827,000 

$23,394,000 

$80,000 

General  Investigations 

Black  Hills  Water  Mgmt  Study 

LA-W/Marty  II  Demo.  Prog. 

Tri-County 

$100,000 
$250,000 
$150,000 

$150,000 
$0 
$0 

t-    lO   CO 

Operation  &  Maintenance 

Mni  Wiconi  Project  $492,000       $2,404,000        $2,404,000 


Angostura 

$68,000 

$65,000 

$65,000 

Keyhole 

$100,000 

$92,000 

$92,000 

Padola 

$110,000 

$110,000 

$110,000 

Shadehill 

$62,000 

$70,000 

$70,000 

Miscellaneous  Activities 

$339,000 

$509,000 

$509,000 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

General  Investigations 

Big  Sioux  River,  Sioux  Falls 
James  River  Environmental 
Watertown  &  Vicinity  Flood 

Operation  &  Maintenance 

Gavins  Point/Lewis  &  Clark 

Big  Bend/Lake  Sharpe 

Ft.  Randall/Francis  Case 

Oahe  Dam/Lake  Oahe 

Cold  Brook  Lake 

Cottonwood  Springs  Lake 

Lake  Traverse  (SD  &  MN) 

Construction,  General 

Missouri  National  Recreational 

River.  NE&SD  $100,000  $35,000  $35,000 


$400,000 

$390,000 

$390,000 

$73,000 

$10,000 

$10,000 

$170,000 

$20,000 

$20,000 

$5,071,000 

$6,363,000 

$6,363,000 

$5,887,000 

$6,079,000 

$6,079,000 

$7,520,000 

$8,520,000 

$8,520,000 

$9,610,000 

$9,363,000 

$9,363,000 

$474,000 

$190,000 

$190,000 

$201,000 

$184,000 

$184,000 

$614,000 

$973,000 

$973,000 
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Chairman  Myers  and  members  of  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee, 
my  name  is  Jim  Raysor,  Director  of  the  Water  Resources  Management  Division  of  the 
South  Datcota  Department  of  Environment  and  Natural  Resources.  Governor  Janklow 
sends  his  personal  regards  and  support  for  the  funding  levels  that  are  being  requested  today. 
The  testimony  presented  today  asks  your  consideration  of  fiscal  year  1996  funding  increases 
for  three  major  South  Dakota  water  projects  and  write-in  appropriations  for  two  projects 
under  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  budget.  We  have  reviewed  the  Corps  of  Engineers  budget 
and  support  the  funding  levels  as  proposed  for  water  projects  and  facilities  in  South  Dakota. 
Written  testimony  is  being  provided  to  the  subcommittee  detailing  all  South  Dakota's 
funding  requests  for  Reclamation  and  Corps  activities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  critical  funding  area  is  to  increase  the  Administration's 
funding  level  to  $47,827,000  from  the  proposed  budget  level  of  $10.5  million  for  the  Mni 
Wiconi  rural  water  system.  The  construction  capability  of  the  project  would  support  the 
increased  funding  level  for  fiscal  year  1996.  Initial  authorization  in  1988  included  the  Oglala 
Sioux  Tribe  of  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  and  the  Lyman-Jones  and  West  River 
rural  water  systems.  In  1994,  the  project  was  amended  to  authorize  the  connection  of  the 
Rosebud  Indian  and  Lower  Brule  Indian  reservations  to  the  Oglala  Sioux  rural  water  system. 
While  the  Administration's  budget  was  being  prepared,  the  legislation  to  expand  the  project 
was  being  considered  in  Congress.  Until  the  amendment  language  was  agreed  upon, 
construction  of  the  core  system  was  deferred  to  avoid  increased  costs  and  delays  to  serve 
the  additional  areas.  It  is  critical  that  the  project  maintain  its  construction  schedule  of  the 
water.treatment  plant,  intake  facilities  and  core  system  pipelines  needed  to  supply  Missouri 
River  water. 

Second,  we  ask  your  support  for  the  Mid-Dakota  rural  water  system.  The 
Department  and  local  project  sponsors  request  an  increase  to  $23,394,00  from  the 
Administration's  funding  level  of  $2.5  million.  In  August  1994,  a  contract  was  awarded  for 
the  Oahe  water  intake  and  pump  station  and  construction  began  in  October.  The  Oahe 
water  treatment  plant  contract  was  awarded  in  October  1994  with  construction  of  the 
foundation  and  earthwork  being  initiated  this  month.  The  increased  funding  level  would  be 
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used  to  complete  these  contracts  and  award  the  main  pipeline  contracts  as  well  as 
distribution  systems  for  Canning,  Highmore  West,  and  Onida.  These  three  service  areas  are 
scheduled  to  begin  construction  at  the  start  of  fiscal  year  1996.  Project  sponsors  and  the 
State  are  encouraged  that  Mid-Dakota  was  included  in  the  Administration's  budget. 
However,  the  increased  funding  level  is  needed  to  keep  the  current  contracts  active. 
Additionally,  Mid-Dakota  is  completing  engineering  and  design  work  on  more  than  $13.3 
million  of  main  pipeline  and  storage  facilities.  As  soon  as  funds  are  available,  the  contracts 
can  be  bid  and  awarded. 

The  third  activity  I  would  like  to  highlight  is  the  Belle  Fourche  Irrigation 
Rehabilitation  project.  Belle  Fourche,  one  of  the  oldest  Reclamation  projects,  began 
construction  in  1905  and  by  1912,  irrigation  water  was  being  delivered.  Federal  legislation 
was  passed  in  1994  authorizing  $14.5  million  for  the  Belle  Fourche  Unit  that  will  be  funded 
by  both  the  State  of  South  Dakota  and  the  federal  government.  Federal  funding  support 
is  essential  to  ensure  the  aggressive  construction  schedule  of  unit  features  is  kept  on  track. 
Under  the  1994  legislation,  specific  work  items  were  authorized.  Those  include  the  repair 
of  the  Whitewood  Siphon;  reconstruction  of  the  outlet  structures  at  Orman  Dam,  the 
projects  primary  water  control  and  storage  structure;  lining  of  the  South  Canal;  lining  and 
structure  replacement  on  the  Johnson  Lateral,  one  of  the  projects  largest  and  oldest 
irrigation  laterals;  and  the  replacement  of  canal  crossings.  The  local  project  sponsors  and 
the  State  support  the  proposed  funding  level  of  $3.8  million.  However,  we  request  an 
additional  $500,000  in  1996  that  will  be  utilized  on  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Johnson  Lateral. 
Progress  on  that  portion  of  activities  identified  for  1996  will  be  delayed  if  the  additional 
$500,000  is  not  appropriated.  The  State  of  South  Dakota  is  committed  to  providing  the 
nonfederal  matching  requirements  of  the  project.  The  State  Legislature  authorized  the 
State's  nonfederal  cost  share  of  $4.0  million  and  provided  $1.0  million  in  funding  assistance 
to  Belle  Fourche  in  1995. 

The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  identified  two  projects  not  included  in  the  President's 
budget  request  that  need  federal  funding  support  in  fiscal  year  1996.  Your  consideration 
is  requested  for  providing  Bureau  of  Reclamation  General  Investigation  funding  for  the  Tri- 
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County  rural  water  system  and  the  Lake  Andes- Wagner/Marty  II  Demonstration  Research 
Program. 

A  $350,000  write-in  for  the  Tri-County  rural  water  system  is  requested  to  initiate  a 
Feasibility  Study  by  the  Bureau.  Congress  provided  funding  last  year  for  the  Bureau  to 
conduct  an  MR&I  Needs  Assessment  of  the  Cheyenne  River  Indian  Reservation  that  will 
be  completed  this  summer.  The  Needs  Assessment  will  determine  how  the  existing  Tri- 
County  rural  water  system  can  be  rehabilitated  or  expanded  to  better  meet  the  reservation- 
wide  domestic  water  needs.  The  next  step  is  the  Feasibility  Study  to  address  the  domestic 
and  rural  water  needs  on  the  Cheyeime  River  Indian  Reservation  and  neighboring 
communities  and  residences.  Tri-County  currently  serves  approximately  two-thirds  of  the 
Cheyenne  Indian  Reservation,  however,  there  are  areas  that  have  inadequate  capacity  to 
provide  for  the  water  needs  within  the  system.  On  behalf  of  the  Tri-County  rural  water 
system  and  the  Cheyenne  River  Sioux  Tribe  we  ask  your  consideration  to  provide  funding 
for  this  study  as  a  step  toward  providing  good  quality  drinking  water  in  north-central  South 
Dakota. 

A  federal  appropriation  write-in  of  $500,000  is  requested  for  the  Lake  Andes- 
Wagner/Marty  II  Demonstration  Research  Program.  This  request  of  federal  funding  is 
necessary  to  support  the  Bureau's  planning  efforts  for  the  research  demonstration  program. 
Lake  Andes- Wagner/Marty  II  is  authorized  contingent  on  the  results  of  a  $30  million 
research  demonstration  program  designed  to  determine  best  management  practices  for 
irrigating  glacial  till  soils  containing  selenium. 

We  request  your  favorable  consideration  of  these  funding  requests  for  South  Dakota's 
water  development  projects.   Thank  you  for  allowing  this  time  today. 
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Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
LAKE  ANDES-WAGNER  WATER  SYSTEM 

WITNESS 

LEO     HOLZBAUER,     EXECUTIVE    DIRECTOR,    LAKE    ANDES-WAGNER 
WATER  SYSTEM,  INC. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  now  will  hear  Mr.  Leo  Holzbauer,  Ex- 
ecutive Director  of  the  Lake  Andes-Wagner  water  system. 

Mr.  Holzbauer.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee, 
my  name  is  Leo  Holzbauer.  This  testimony  I  will  give  this  morning 
is  testimony  for  the  Lake  Andes-Wagner/Marty  H  research  dem- 
onstration project,  which  is  located  in  south  central  South  Dakota. 
We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  regarding 
this  important  research  project,  and  the  funding  required  to  carry 
out  this  project  in  fiscal  year  1996,  so  the  required  information  can 
be  gathered  and  the  final  report  submitted  to  Congress. 

The  Lake  Andes-Wagner/Marty  H  research  project  is  a  5,000-acre 
research  project  required  and  authorized  by  Congress  to  determine 
the  drainage  properties  of  glacial  till  soils;  the  effects  of  water 
movement  within  these  soil  t3T)es;  and  the  wetland  and  wildlife  en- 
hancement activities,  which  will  be  implemented  in  the  project 
area.  Research  results  are  needed  in  these  areas,  not  just  for  the 
local  project  in  the  area,  but  for  many  other  parts  of  South  Dakota 
and  the  United  States. 

The  State  of  South  Dakota,  the  Yankton  Sioux  tribe  and  the 
Lake  Andes-Wagner  water  systems,  incorporated  sponsors  have  al- 
ready contributed  in  excess  of  $2.5  million  of  their  own  money  to 
complete  the  environmental  impact  statements  and  they  are  work- 
ing with  Congress  to  have  this  priority  project  authorized  and 
signed  into  law  in  the  102nd  Congress. 

The  State  of  South  Dakota  and  the  local  project  sponsors  are  re- 
questing 500,000  of  Federal  funding  to  support  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation's planning  efforts  for  fiscal  year  1996  for  this  research.  As 
required  by  Congress  in  accordance  with  the  schedules  and  esti- 
mates included  in  the  plan  of  study,  we  request  this  funding. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  testified  before  Congress  in  sup- 
port of  this  demonstration  project.  This  support  was  based  largely 
on  the  geographically  broad  application  of  the  findings  for  the  oper- 
ation of  reclamation  irrigation  programs,  other  Federal  and  State 
programs,  and  the  private  sector  programs  throughout  the  United 
States,  particularly  in  areas  where  water  supplies  and  return  flow 
quality  problems  exist. 

The  basis  of  the  demonstration  includes,  using  minimal  water 
application  rates  to  reduce  water  consumption  and  drainage  return 
flows.  Results  to  be  measured  include:  soil  chemistry  changes, 
water  movement  in  glacial  till  soils,  and  water  quality  in  the  reduc- 
tion of  water  consumption  requirements  for  crop  production. 

Field  scale  testing  of  best  management  practices  for  pesticide, 
herbicide  and  fertilizer  applications,  and  alternative  farming  prac- 
tices as  they  relate  to  groundwater  quality  and  crop  production. 

Economic  evaluation  of  the  production  of  alternative  nonprogram 
crops  with  the  use  of  the  above  methods  and  practices. 
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The  enhancement  of  wetlands  and  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  as 
conjunctive  use  of  the  project  water  and  the  facilities. 

Practical  application  of  technology  for  the  removal  of  chemical 
constituents,  primarily  selenium,  from  return  flows. 

The  traditional  Reclamation  concept  of  irrigation  on  these  kinds 
of  soil  indicates  that  long-term  application  of  water  may  be  harmful 
to  the  land.  However,  presently  many  acres  of  land  are  under  irri- 
gation in  South  Dakota.  Recent  research  indicates  that  the  tradi- 
tional reclamation  concept  of  irrigation  may  not  be  valid.  Therefore, 
it  is  essential  to  determine  if  long-term  irrigation  could  be  sus- 
tained or  not  on  these  types  of  soils. 

The  information  gained  from  this  drainage  research  project  is 
also  needed  to  determine  safe  construction  guidelines  of  municipal 
solid  waste  landfills,  rubble  waste  disposal  sites,  and  the  compost 
facilities.  The  groundwater  movement  around  these  types  of  facili- 
ties has  to  be  known,  so  sound  judgments  can  be  made  to  assure 
that  contaminants  will  not  reach  our  lakes,  streams  and  rivers,  pol- 
luting them,  harming  our  Nation's  water  supplies,  and  killing  our 
God-given  fish  and  wildlife  species  and  ruining  our  precious  wet- 
lands. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  testified  as  to  the  scientific 
benefits  from  the  research  project  in  carrying  out  their  nationwide 
contaminants  program.  The  USGS  and  the  EPA  testified  as  to  the 
transferability  of  the  study  findings  to  areas  with  water  quality 
questions  around  the  country. 

This  project  will  be  ideal  for  these  needs  because  it  may  be  the 
only  return  flow/water  quality  study  in  an  environment  which  does 
not  already  have  remedial  cleanup  actions  and  where  variables  can 
be  minimized.  The  demonstration  project  will  be  tightly  controlled 
to  maintain  the  quantity  of  return  flows  at  a  manageable  level. 

The  demonstration  project  will  provide  the  needed  information  to 
allow  a  sound  decision  on  how,  or  if  to  proceed,  with  the  Lake 
Andes-Wagner/Marty  II  project.  The  demonstration  phase  will  also 
allow  a  much  closer  determination  of  costs  for  the  final  project. 

We  have  over  300  signatures  from  the  project  area  in  support  of 
this  research  project.  This  project  has  very  high  priority  in  our 
area,  so  our  people  will  be  assured  that  we  are  using  the  precious 
God-given  natural  resources,  our  water  and  our  soil,  in  an  environ- 
mentally safe  and  sound  manner,  benefiting  God's  people,  his  envi- 
ronment and  his  fish  and  wildlife. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee,  thank  you,  again, 
for  allowing  us  this  opportunity  to  express  the  needs  in  building 
our  infrastructure  economically  and  environmentally  sound  while 
moving  the  rural  communities  ahead  safely  for  the  betterment  of 
our  Nation.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Holzbauer  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee; 


This  is  testimony  for  the  Lake  Andes-Wagner/Marty  II 
Research  Demonstration  Project,  which  is  located  in  South 
Central  South  Dakota.   We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
submit  testimony  regarding  this  important  Research  Project 
and  the  funding  required  to  carry  out  this  project  in  FY96, 
so  the  required  information  can  be  gathered  and  the  final 
report  submitted  to  Congress. 


The  Lake  Andes-Wagner/Marty  II  Research  Project  is  a  5,000 
acre  research  project  required  and  authorized  by  Congress  to 
determine  the  drainage  properties  of  glacial  till  soils;  the 
effects  of  water  movement  within  these  soil  types;  and 
wetland  and  wildlife  enhancement  activities  which  will  be 
implemented  in  the  project  area.   Research  results  are 
needed  in  these  areas,  not  just  for  our  local  project  in  the 
area,  but  for  many  other  parts  of  South  Dakota  and  the 
United  States. 


The  State  of  South  Dakota,  Yankton  Sioux  Tribe  and  the  Lake 
Andes-Wagner  Water  Systems,  Inc.  sponsors  have  already 
contributed  in  excess  of  2.5  ■illlon  dollars  of  their  own 
money,  completing  the  Environment  Impact  Statements  and 
working  with  Congress  to  have  this  priority  project 
authorized  and  signed  into  Law  in  the  102nd  Congress. 


The  State  of  South  Dakota  and  the  local  project  sponsors  are 
requesting  500,000  dollars  of  Federal  funding  to  support  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamations ' s  planning  efforts,  for  FY96,  for 
this  essential  Research  program.  For  Reclamation  to  proceed 
with  this  Research  as  required  by  Congress  and  in  accordance 
with  the  schedule  and  estimates  included  in  the  Plan  of 
Study,  we  requested  this  funding  amount. 


The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  testified  before  Congress  in 
support  of  this  Demonstration  Project.   This  support  was 
based  largely  on  the  geographically  broad  application,  of 
the  findings,  for  the  operation  of  Reclamation  irrigation 
programs,  other  Federal  and  State  programs  and  the  Private 
Sector  programs  throughout  the  United  States  particularly  in 
areas  where  water  supply  or  return  flow  quality  problems 
exist. 


Basis  of  the  Demonstration  includei 


Using  minimal  water  application  rates  to  reduce 
water  consumption  and  drainage  return  flows. 
Results  to  be  measured  include:   soil  chemistry 
changes,  water  movement  in  glacial  till  soils, 
water  quality  in  the  reduction  of  water 
consumption  requirements  for  crop  production. 


Field  scale  testing  of  best  management  practices 
for  pesticide,  herbicide  and  fertilizer  applications 
and  alternative  farming  practices  as  they  relate  to 
ground  water  quality  and  crop  production. 


3.  Economic  evaluation  of  the  production  of  alternative 
non  program  crops  with  the  use  of  the  above  methods 
and  practices. 


4.    The  enhancement  of  wetlands  and  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  as  conjunctive  use  of  project  water  and 
facilities. 


5.  Practical  application  of  technology  for  the  removal 
of  chemical  constituents,  primarily  selenium,  from 
return  flows. 


The  traditional  Reclamation  concept  of  irrigation  on  these 
kinds  of  soil  indicates  that  long  term  application  of  water 
may  be  harmful  to  the  land.   However,  presently  many  acres 
of  land  are  under  irrigation  in  South  Dakota.   Recent 
research  indicates  that  the  traditional  Reclamation  concept 
of  irrigation  may  not  be  valid.   Therefore,  it  is  essential 
to  determine  if  long  term  irrigation  could  be  sustained  or 
not  on  these  types  of  soils. 


The  information  gained  from  this  drainage  Research  project 
is  also  needed  to  determine  safe  construction  guidelines  of 
municipal  solid  waste  landfills,  rubble  waste  disposal 
sights  and  composting  facilities.   The  ground  water  movement 
around  these  types  of  facilities  has  to  be  known,  so  sound 
judgements  can  be  made,  to  assure  that  contaminants  will  not 
reach  our  lakes,  streams  and  rivers,  polluting  them,  harming 
our  nations  water  supplies,  killing  our  God  given  fish  and 
wildlife  species  and  ruining  our  precious  wetlands. 
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The  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  testified  as  to  the 
scientific  benefits  from  the  Research  project  in  carrying 
out  their  nationwide  contaminants  program.   The  USGS  and  EPA 
testified  as  to  the  transferability  of  the  study  findings  to 
areas  with  water  quality  questions  around  the  country. 
(Refer  to  hearing  record  dated  June  19,1990.) 


This  project  will  be  ideal  for  these  needs  because  it  may  be 
the  only  return  flow/water  quality  study  in  an  environment 
which  does  not  already  have  remedial  clean-up  actions  and 
where  variables  can  be  minimized.   The  Demonstration  Project 
will  be  tightly  controlled  to  maintain  the  quantity  of 
return  flows  at  a  manageable  level. 


The  Demonstration  Project  will  provide  the  needed 
information  to  allow  a  sound  decision  on  how  or  if  to 
proceed  with  the  Lalce  Andes-Wagner/Marty  II  Project.   The 
Demonstration  phase  will  also  allow  a  much  closer 
determination  of  costs  for  the  final  project. 


We  have  over  300  signatures,  from  the  project  area,  in 
support  of  this  Research  Project.  This  project  has  very 
high  priority  in  our  area,  so  our  people  will  be  assured 
that  we  are  using  the  precious  God  given  Natural  Resources, 
our  water  and  soil,  in  an  environmentally  safe  and  sound 
manner,  benefiting  God's  people.  His  environment  and  His 
fish  and  wildlife. 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  thank  you  again 
for  allowing  us  this  opportunity  to  express  the  needs  in 
building  our  infrastructure  economically  and  environmentally 
sound  while  moving  the  rural  communities  ahead  safely  for 
the  betterment  of  our  Nation. 


THANK  YOU 


Leo  Holzbauer,  Executive  Director 
Lake  Andes-Wagner  Water  Systems,  Inc. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Holzbauer,  or  should  I  say  danke 
schon. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
MID-DAKOTA  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
KURT   PFEIFLE,    GENERAL  MANAGER,    MID-DAKOTA   RURAL   WATER 
SYSTEM 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  hear  Mr.  Kurt  Pfeifle,  (gen- 
eral Manager  of  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System.  Mr.  Pfeifle, 
your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may 
proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  good  morning.  I  am 
Curt  Pfeifle,  I  am  the  manager  of  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water 
System.  Sitting  to  my  left  today  is  Eugene  Warner,  he  is  the  Chair- 
man of  our  board  of  directors.  Also  in  the  room  is  Maury  Simon, 
who  is  on  the  Mid-Dakota  board  of  directors  as  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  pleased  to  have  your  entire  group. 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  Thank  you.  I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  27,500 
people  who  will  receive  good  quality  water  from  our  project,  many 
for  the  first  time  in  their  lives.  We  are  seeking  your  support  for  an 
appropriation  of  $23,394  million  for  fiscal  year  1996.  The  need  for 
good  water  in  central  South  Dakota  is  well-documented  and  is  sum- 
marized in  my  written  statement. 

Recognizing  this  need,  Congress  authorized  the  Mid-Dakota 
project  in  October  of  1992.  The  financial  package  authorized  in- 
cluded an  $85  million  grant  and,  a  $15  million  Federal  loan.  In  ad- 
dition, the  State  of  South  Dakota  has  committed  $8.4  million  in 
grants,  and  several  local  entities  have  provided  over  $1.5  million  in 
support  of  the  project. 

Future  water  users  have  contributed  over  $1.2  million  in  hook- 
up fees  and  will  pay  $2.8  million  per  year  in  water  service  fees  to 
operate  the  system  and  repay  the  Federal  loan. 

We  would  ask  that  you  would  note  that  over  21  percent  of  the 
total  project  development  costs  and  all  of  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance costs  will  be  funded  from  a  source  other  than  Federal  grants. 
Your  support  will  help  people  who  have  expressed,  by  pledging 
their  own  resources,  a  desire  to  help  themselves. 

Fiscal  year  1996  is  the  first  year  since  the  project's  authorization 
in  which  Mid-Dakota  has  received  the  administration's  budget  sup- 
port. President  Clinton  has  included  Mid-Dakota  in  his  budget  at 
a  level  of  $2.5  million.  This  is  a  far  cry  from  what  we  need.  How- 
ever, we  are  grateful  to  be  recognized  by  the  White  House  as  a 
bona  fide  project. 

This  committee  has  a  head  start  on  the  administration.  Through 
your  efforts.  Congress  has  appropriated  $2  million  for  Mid-Dakota 
in  fiscal  year  1994  and  $4  million  in  fiscal  year  1995.  With  these 
monies  and  the  $5.37  million  previously  appropriated  by  the  State, 
we  have  been  able  to  make  a  substantial  start  on  construction  of 
two  major  project  components;  the  Oahe  intake  and  pump  station 
and  the  Oahe  water  treatment  plant.  Soon  we  plan  to  award  a 
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third  contract  for  the  construction  of  the  rural  water  Hne  that  will 
link  these  two  facilities. 

Funding  of  these  three  project  components  is  absolutely  nec- 
essary if  we  are  to  complete  the  contracts  awarded  to  date.  Our  fis- 
cal year  1996  budget  for  these  components  is  also  detailed  in  my 
written  comments. 

We  anticipate  awarding  three  other  contracts  in  fiscal  year  1996 
with  this  appropriation.  These  contracts  would  begin  construction 
of  the  treated  water  pipeline  running  from  the  water  treatment 
plant  to  an  area  near  Highmore,  South  Dakota,  and  at  that  loca- 
tion, there  will  be  a  $1.5  million  gallon  water  storage  tank  con- 
structed. 

The  balance  of  our  appropriation  request  for  1996  will  be  used 
to  begin  work  on  the  first  three  rural  service  areas  and  the  water 
storage  tank  at  Onida,  South  Dakota,  and  also  the  project — con- 
tinuation of  the  project's  control  system.  Our  fiscal  year  1996  re- 
quest also  includes  funds  for  project  administration  and  $100,000 
to  be  spent  in  developing  the  wetland  enhancement  component  of 
the  project. 

In  conclusion,  we  ask  this  committee  to  continue  its  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Mid-Dakota  rural  water  system.  We  understand  and  ap- 
prove of  the  constraints  being  placed  on  the  Federal  budget.  How- 
ever, with  the  project  construction  underway,  it  is  vital  that  we  re- 
ceive a  level  of  funding  which  will  allow  us  to  honor  contracts  in 
progress.  Insufficient  Federal  funding  may  lead  to  default  of  these 
contracts.  The  result  would  be  a  loss  of  jobs  and  remobilization  at 
a  later  date  which  would  be  expensive  for  us  and  ultimately  expen- 
sive for  the  Federal  Government. 

By  your  strong  support  of  the  project,  you  also  invest  in  unique 
partnership  between  Mid-Dakota  and  the  Federal  Government.  We 
are  a  nonprofit  corporation  charged  with  the  building  and  operat- 
ing of  this  rural  water  system.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is 
charged  with  Federal  oversight  only. 

This  partnership  has  worked  very  well  and  has  been  dem- 
onstrated through  the  bidding  and  awarding  of  the  project's  first 
two  major  construction  contracts,  which  have  come  in  well  under 
budget.  The  value  of  this  partnership  has  also  been  demonstrated 
by  the  highly  successful  WEB  rural  water  project. 

Your  support  for  Mid-Dakota  will  encourage  similar  private-pub- 
lic partnerships  in  the  future.  And  now  that  construction  has 
begun,  it  is  important  to  the  people  that  we  will  eventually  serve 
and  we  hope  that  it  is  equally  important  to  the  Congress  that  Mid- 
Dakota  will  be  in  a  position  to  deliver  water  as  quickly  as  possible. 
This  would  be  the  most  efficient  use  of  the  Federal  and  State  mon- 
ies which  have  already  been  committed. 

In  order  to  do  that,  we  need  to  complete  the  intake,  the  treat- 
ment plant,  the  raw  water  line  and  the  mainline  in  the  Highmore 
Tower.  This  bare  minimum  structure  must  be  in  place  before  we 
can  complete  the  rural  water  treatment  contract  and  deliver  the 
first  drop  of  water. 

The  1995  South  Dakota  State  Legislature,  as  has  already  been 
said,  has  appropriated  an  additional  $1  million  for  fiscal  year  1996. 
Please  help  us  deliver  water  soon  by  approving  an  appropriation  as 
close  as  possible  to  the  full  $23,394  million  we  are  seeking  for  1996. 
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Thank  you  very  much,  and  we  would  be  happy  to  entertain  any 
questions. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Pfeifle  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  KURT  PFEIFLE 

BEFORE  THE 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 

U.S.  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  22,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

I  am  Kurt  Pfeifle,  Manager  of  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System.  I  would  like  to  submit  testimony  for  our  request  for 
appropriations  in  the  Federal  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1996  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Bill. 

The  Mid-Dakota  project  was  authorized  in  October  1992.  under  Public  Law  (PL)  102-575.  The  financial  package 
authorized  for  Mid-Dakota  included  an  $85  million  grant,  and  a  $15  million  federal  loan.  (The  loan  bears  interest  equal  to 
the  government's  cost  of  borrowing.)  The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  also  committed  $8.4  million  in  grants  as  their 
contribution  to  the  project.  Please  note  that  over  21  percent  of  the  project  will  be  funded  through  sources  other  than 
federal  grants. 

In  fact,  the  agreement  recently  endorsed  by  Mid-Dakota  and  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (USBR)  would  provide  for 
repayment  of  federal  funds  at  or  above  the  15%  level  currenUy  authorized  by  the  federal  government. 

Mid-Dakota  wishes  to  thank  this  committee  for  its  support  over  the  past  two  years.  In  FY  94,  Mid-Dakota  received  $2 
million  in  federal  funding,  which  was  subsequently  reduced  to  $1.5  million  through  underfmancing.  In  FY  95,  we 
received  a  $4  million  appropriation.  Again,  the  amount  was  reduced  through  underfinancing.  to  $3.6  million.  However, 
with  these  monies  and  funds  previously  appropriated  by  the  State  of  South  Dakota,  we  have  been  able  to  make  a 
substantial  start  on  project  constmction. 

FY  96  is  the  first  year  since  the  project's  authorization  in  which  Mid-Dakota  has  received  the  administration's  budget 
support.  President  Qinton  has  included  the  Mid-Dakota  project  in  the  administration's  budget  at  a  level  of  $2.5  million. 
This  is  a  far  cry  from  where  we  need  to  be.  However,  we  are  grateful  to  be  recognized  as  a  boni  fide  project. 

We  are  seeking  a  federal  appropriation  of  $23,394  million  in  FY  1996.  Our  total  outlays  for  FY  96  are  projected  at 
$24,394  million.  The  difference  will  come  from  the  State  of  South  Dakota,  whose  legislature  recently  approved  $1 
million  for  Mid-Dakota  in  1996.  To  date,  the  state  has  provided  Mid-Dakota  $6,370  million.  This  total  includes  $100,000 
in  1988.  $50,000  in  1989,  $75,000  in  1990.  $145,000  in  1991.  $1.5  miUion  in  1992.  $2.5  miUion  in  1993.  $1  million  in 
1994,  and  $1  miUion  In  this  legislative  session  of  1995. 

With  the  federal  appropriations  we  seek  today,  we  will  be  able  to  proceed  with  construction  of  the  following  project 
components,  listed  in  order  of  their  priority: 

O  Contract  1-1:  Oahe  Intake  and  Pump  Station.  Construction  is  currently  underway.  This  contract  was  awarded  last 
August  to  Industrial  Builders.  Inc..  of  Fargo.  N.D..  for  a  bid  price  of  $3,958  million.  The  value  of  this  contract 
represents  a  savings  of  approximately  $500,000  from  our  budget  estimate.  This  contract  is  more  than  31%  complete. 
We  anticipate  needing  $568,000  to  complete  construction  of  the  intake  and  pump  station  in  FY  96. 

©  Contract  2-1:  Oahe  Water  Treatment  Plant.  Construction  is  currently  underway.  This  contract  was  awarded  last 
October  to  John  T.  Jones  Construction  Company.  Fargo.  N.D..  for  a  bid  price  of  $9,920  million.  This  represents  a 
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savings  of  about  $3.5  million  from  our  budget  estimate.  This  particular  contract  has  an  800-day  completion  time  and 
is  over  3%  complete.  We  will  need  $4,950  million  to  continue  construction  on  that  facility  in  FY  96. 

©  Contract  3-lA:  Raw  Water  Line.  In  FV  95.  we  anticipate  awarding  a  contract  for  the  raw  water  line  between  the 
pump  station  and  the  water  treatment  plant.  This  line  will  consist  of  approximately  4  miles  of  30"  diameter  ductile 
iron  pipe.  We  have  budgeted  outlays  of  $677,000  for  this  line  in  FY  96.  The  total  cost  for  the  raw  water  line  is 
estimated  at  $1,177  million. 

Funding  for  the  three  project  components  above  is  absolutely  necessary  if  we  are  to  continue  with  and  complete  the 
contracts  awarded  to-date.  Although  the  raw  water  line  contract  has  not  yet  been  awarded,  this  component  is  crucial 
to  installation  and  testing  of  the  water  treatment  plant  equipment.  Contract  amounts  do  not  include  project 
administration,  consulting  or  other  indirect  costs. 

O  Contract  3-lB:  Treated  Main  Line.  This  contract  will  be  awarded  in  FY  96.  It  consists  jf  intermittent  stretches  of 
24"  and  30"  pipeline.  This  segment  of  the  main  line  will  run  for  about  22  miles,  from  the  water  treatment  plant  to  a 
valve  near  Blunt,  S.D.  We  have  identified  a  need  of  $4,273  million  for  FY  96.  This  contract  will  continue  into  1997. 
at  a  total  estimated  cost  of  $5,730  million. 

©  Contract  3-lC:  Treated  Main  Line.  This  segment  of  the  main  line  begins  at  a  valve  at  Blunt,  and  runs  to  the 

Highmore,  S.D..  water  storage  tank,  a  span  of  26  miles.  We  have  identified  a  need  of  $4,796  million  for  FY  96.  This 
contract  will  continue  into  1997,  at  a  total  estimated  cost  of  $6,223  million. 

©  Contract  5-1:  Highmore  Water  Storage  Tank.  The  cost  of  consimcting  this  1.5  million  gallon  tani<  is  estimated  at 
$1,345  million,  with  completion  scheduled  in  FY  96 

AU  above  contracts  must  be  completed  before  we  can  begin  water  deliveries.  Completion  of  these  facilities  will  also  be 
necessary  to  perform  surge  tests  and  tests  on  high  service  pumps  so  that  Contract  2-1  can  be  closed  out  early  in  1997. 
With  their  completion,  we  plan  to  begin  work  on  the  3  rural  service  areas  described  below: 

9  Service  Areas  Scheduled  for  FY  96  Construction.  The  first  of  these  is  the  Canning  distribution  area,  for  which  we 
propose  ouUays  of  $2,329  million  in  FY  96.  Total  contract  cost  is  estimated  at  $4,278  million. 

The  next  service  area  to  be  constructed  is  the  Highmore  West  distribution  area,  which  requires  an  FY  96  outlay 
estimated  at  $567,000.  Total  contract  cost  is  estimated  at  $1,039  million. 

The  last  rural  service  area  for  which  construction  is  planned  in  1996  is  the  Onida  Distribution  Area.  We  anticipate  FY 
96  ouaays  of  $  1 . 1 8 1  million  for  this  construction,  with  total  contract  costs  estimated  at  $2.0 1 8  million. 

®  Other  FY  96  Construction  and  Project  Costs.  With  the  construction  of  the  Onida  distribution  area,  we  will  also 
build  the  Onida  water  storage  tower.  Total  cost  of  thai  tower,  scheduled  for  construction  in  FY  96,  is  estimated  at 
$403,000. 

Mid-Dakota's  projected  oudays  for  FY  96  include  $45,000  to  be  spent  for  the  project's  control  system,  and  $160,000. 
which  has  been  budgeted  for  the  Operations  and  Maintenance  Center,  and  for  equipment  costs.  Other  ouUays  totaling 
$3  million  include  planning  for  future  fiscal  years  and  the  administration  of  the  project,  including  administration  fees 
due  the  USER,  and  contingencies. 

Our  FY  96  request  also  includes  $  100,000  to  be  spent  in  developing  the  wetland  enhancement  component  of  the 
project.  Included  in  this  figure  is  the  cost  of  running  a  12"  PVC  line  from  the  water  treatment  plant  to  the  Hyde 
Waterfowl  Production  Area. 

Thanks  in  large  part  to  the  generosity  shown  by  this  committee  in  the  past,  Mid-Dakota  has  taken  great  strides  in  the 
development  and  construction  of  this  rural  water  project.  Most  significantly,  we  have  initiated  construction  of  two  major 
project  components:  the  Oahe  Intake  and  Pump  Station  and  the  Oahe  Water  Treatment  Plant. 
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Other  accomplishments  included  signing  up  neariy  2.500  rural  users,  such  as  households,  livestock  taps,  fannsteads  and 
seasonal  users.  Each  user  was  required  to  sign  a  binding  agreement  and  submit  a  hoolcup  fee.  Fees  paid  ranged  from  $320 
for  a  livestock  tap.  to  nearly  $  1 ,000  for  a  high-consumption  farmstead.  The  average  user  remitted  about  $500  to  Mid- 
Dakota.  In  total.  Mid- Dakota  has  collected  over  $1.2  million  from  prospective  users. 

Twenty-two  municipalities  have  also  executed  water  purchase  contracts  with  Mid-Dakota.  The  most  sigruficant  of  these, 
the  City  of  Huron,  signed  a  water  purchase  contact  to  receive  2  million  gallons  per  day.  Other  communities  include: 
Agar.  Blunt,  Broadland.  Gettysburg,  Harrold,  Highmore.  Hoven,  Iroquois.  Lebanon,  Miller.  Onida,  Orient.  Osceola. 
Polo.  Ree  Heights,  St.  Lawrence,  Tolstoy,  Tulare*.  Virgil,  Wessington.  and  Yale. 

•The  City  of  Tulare  is  not  currently  considered  in  the  Filtal  Engineering  Report  (PER),  due  to  a  sparse  amounl  of  sign-ups  in  thai  area.  The  City,  however,  has  signed  up 
with  Mid-DakoU  in  hopes  that  the  situation  will  change  and  water  service  to  that  area  will  become  feasible. 

The  municipalities  above  represent  a  contracted  delivery  capacity  of  more  than  4  million  gallons  of  water  per  day.  In 
addition,  we've  contracted  for  water  deliveries  with  26  other  large  bulk  water  users,  representing  more  than  300.000 
gallons  per  day. 

Mid-Dakota  has  also  completed  all  of  our  pre-construction  requirements: 

®  A  final  engineering  report  was  approved  and  has  lain  before  Congress  for  90  days  as  required  by  Section  1903  (f)  (2) 

ofPL-102-575  Tide  XIX. 
®  We  have  completed  a  water  conservation  program  required  in  section  1905  (a)  through  (c)  inclusive  of  PL- 102-575, 

to  the  satisfaction  of  the  USSR.  Mid- Dakota's  program  meets  and,  in  most  cases,  exceeds  the  program  specified  in 

PL  102-575. 
®  Mid-Dakota  has  met  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA)  mandated  in 

Section  1903  (f)  (1)  PL  102-575. 
®  The  USER  has  completed  the  Final  Environmental  Assessment  (FEA)  Addendum  /  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

(FONSl)  which  was  approved  March  18,  1994. 
®   A  "Determination  of  No  Effect"  has  been  issued  by  the  South  Dakota  Historical  Preservation  Officer  (SHIPO)  for  the 

first-phase  facilities  to  be  constructed  by  Mid-Dakota. 
®  Permits  for  state  highway,  railroad  and  Western  Area  Power  Agency  (WAPA)  crossings  have  been  acquired  for  the 

first  phase  of  construction  of  the  project. 
®  A  9999  acre-foot  water  right  has  been  obtained  from  the  Slate  of  South  Dakota. 
®   A  Section  10  permit,  to  construct  a  water  intake  at  the  chosen  site  in  the  Oahe  Reservoir,  has  been  attained  from  the 

United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
®  A  repayment  agreement  has  been  negotiated  between  the  USSR  and  Mid-Dakota. 
®  Plans  and  specifications  for  contracts  3-lA,  3-lB.  3-lC  and  5-1  are  complete  and  have  been  approved  by  the  State  of 

South  Dakota  and  the  USER. 

We  continue  to  seek  and  acquire  easements  and  sites  for  project  facilities.  Easements  for  the  main  line,  running  from  the 
water  intake  site  to  the  Highmore  water  storage  site,  have  been  obtained.  We  are  now  collecting  easements  on  the  main 
line  route  from  the  Highmore  water  storage  tank  to  an  area  near  the  Town  of  St.  Lawrence,  and  we  are  l>eginning  to 
coUect  easements  for  the  line  routes  in  the  Canning.  Highmore  West,  and  Onida  rural  service  areas.  Land  has  been 
purchased  for  the  Water  Treatment  Plant  Site  and  the  Highmore  water  storage  tank,  and  permits  have  been  acquired  for 
the  location  of  the  water  intake  and  pump  station  on  Corps  of  Engineers  land. 

The  area  to  be  served  by  the  proposed  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System  covers  over  7,000  square  miles  in  10  central 
South  Dakota  counties.  The  project  will  pipe  treated  Missouri  River  water  to  rural  homes,  pasture  sites,  businesses  and 
communities  through  a  network  of  over  2.700  miles  of  buried  pipe.  The  nearly  2.500  rural  users  in  22  communities  which 
have  contracted  represent  a  population  of  about  27.500  residents  and  over  300.000  head  of  livestock.  Initially,  it  is 
anticipated  that  about  14%  of  the  livestock  will  use  this  system's  water  on  a  full-lime  equivalent  basis.  It  is  anticipated 
that  livestock  use  will  increase  over  time.  It  is  also  anticipated  that  additional  rural  residents  and  municipalities  will 
contract  for  water  deliveries  during  construction,  and  they  can  be  added  to  this  system.  This  will  increase  the  repayment 
capability  to  the  federal  government. 
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The  major  source  of  domestic  water  for  rural  homes,  as  well  as  commuiuties  in  the  project  area,  is  poor-quality  ground 
water  drawn  from  the  Dakota  Sandstone  Aquifer  and  a  variety  of  smaller  alluvial  or  glacial -deposited  aquifers.  Water 
from  the  Dakota  formation  is  generally  not  acceptable  for  household  use  because  of  high  concentrations  of  total  dissolved 
solids,  sodium  and  sulfates.  Water  from  the  shallow  aquifers,  when  considered  for  household  use,  rate  from  marginal  to 
p(K)r,  with  high  concentrations  of  total  dissolved  solids,  iron  and  hardness.  Reliance  on  this  poor-quality  water  imposes  a 
continuing  regional  economic  burden,  in  addition  to  health-related  concerns.  Of  the  22  municipalities  which  have 
contracted,  19  currently  have  public  water  systems,  and  17  of  these  rely  solely  on  ground  water.  For  those  17  systems, 
EPA  secondary  maximum  contaminate  levels  are  exceeded  as  follows:  total  dissolved  solids,  16;  iron,  15:  manganese,  14; 
and  sulfate,  12.  Hardness  exceeds  340  milligrams  per  liter  (or  20  grains  per  gallon)  in  1 1  systems.  Sodium  exceeds  270 
milligrams  per  liter  in  7  systems.  The  one  ground-water-supplicd  system  which  meets  chemical  standards  does  so  by 
removing  iron  and  manganese  from  its  shallow  well  water,  however,  the  shallow  well  is  listed  by  the  state  as  being 
vulnerable  to  surface  contamination,  as  are  wells  in  5  other  municipalities. 

One  municipality  currently  treats  Missouri  River  water  and  meets  all  EPA  maximum  contaminate  levels.  However,  their 
treatment  facility  is  in  need  of  substantial  improvement  and  may  have  difficulty  meeting  the  new  EPA  surface  water 
treatment  rules. 

Huron,  the  largest  single  water  user,  obtains  water  from  the  James  River  and  wells.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Eastern  South  Dakota  Water  Supply  Study,  which  was  conducted  in  1979  in  response  to  several  Congressional 
Resolutions,  identified  the  following  problems  with  Huron's  water  supply:  "Quality  -  surface  water  very  limited  during 
dry  years.  Backup  source  of  ground  water  very  limited.  Quality  -  variable  water  quality,  often  very  poor.  Ground  water  of 
high  mineralization."  Huron  did  construct  several  new  wells  in  1983  which  Increased  the  quantity  of  highly-mineralized 
water  available.  Huron  plans  to  use  Mid-Dakota  as  its  base  load  supply  and  use  existing  sources  for  peaking  needs. 

The  quality  of  the  existing  private  facilities  used  by  the  famis  and  rural  residences  is  not  as  thoroughly  monitored  as  is 
the  water  supply  in  communities  Generally  though,  it  is  believed  that  the  chemical  quality  of  private  suppUes  is  similar 
to  that  of  public  supplies.  The  water  supplies  are  high  In  iron,  manganese,  sodium,  sulfate,  hardness  and  total  dissolved 
solids.  These  high  mineral  levels  cause  health  problems  in  humans  including  diarrhea,  digestive  complications,  and  high 
blood  pressure,  which  can  lead  to  strokes,  heart  diseases  and  kidney  disease.  People  on  low-sodium  diets  must  install 
costly  distillation  equipment  or  purchase  bottled  water. 

In  addition  to  the  high  mineral  levels,  a  review  of  the  water  quality  tests  from  individual  wells  within  the  project  area 
confirms  a  high  occurrence  of  excessive  nitrate  levels  and  bacteria.  Forty-two  percent  of  the  private  wells  tested  exceed 
the  recommended  levels  of  bacteria  and  nitrates.  This  is  of  particular  concern  as  farm  wells  are  not  tested  as  regularly  as 
are  public  supplies.  Therefore,  many  people  with  very  young  children  use  distilled  water  for  health  reasons. 

Earlier,  1  mentioned  livestock  figures  because  agriculmre  is  the  predominant  source  of  income  in  this  rural  section  of  the 
Slate.  Farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  project  area  use  existing  ground  water  and  surface  water  supplies  for  their  livestock. 
The  poor  water  quality  causes  stress  on  livestock,  resulting  in  reduced  milk  production,  weight  loss,  dehydration,  and  in 
many  cases,  death,  in  young  livestock.  Primary  surface  water  supplies  are  slock  dams  or  dugouts  which  can  be  good 
during  years  of  normal  or  above-normal  rainfall  However,  the  run-off  which  fills  these  sources  traverses  an  agricultural 
area  and  is  contaminated  by  animal  waste  and  other  organic  pollutants.  Stock  dams  and  dugouts  can  be  a  hazardous 
source  of  water,  not  only  because  of  the  water  quality,  but  because  of  other  factors  as  well.  During  the  winter  months,  ice 
fomis  on  the  surface  and  must  be  chopped  daily  for  livestock  to  access.  The  livestock  occasionally  fall  through  the  ice 
and  drown.  When  water  levels  are  low,  during  the  summer  months,  livestock  also  nin  the  risk  of  becoming  bogged  in  the 
mud  and  dying.  Based  on  the  experience  of  other  rural  water  systems  in  South  Dakota,  it  is  anticipated  that  livestock 
water  use  from  the  system  will  start  out  relatively  small  but  will  increase  over  the  years  as  wells  fail  and  as  producers 
come  to  understand  the  benefits  of  improved  water  quality. 

The  Mid-Dakota  project  is  considered  a  high-priority  project  by  the  South  Dakota  Department  of  Envirormienl  and 
Natural  Resources  and  is  listed  in  the  late  Governor  Mickelson's  Water  Initiative  in  the  "short-term"  category.  Mid- 
Dakota  continues  to  receive  strong  support  and  a  high-ranking  priority  in  Governor  Janklow's  administration.  The  history 
of  state  legislative  appropriations  was  detailed  eariier  in  this  testimony. 
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The  Mid-Dakota  Water  Development  District  has  co-sponsored  the  project  with  financial  and  staff  support  amounting  to 
approximately  $400,000  up  to  December  1994.  The  taxes  levied  by  the  district  come  from  the  area  that  will  be  served  by 
the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  Project. 

The  financial  contributions  of  the  water  users  were  detailed  earlier  in  this  testimony. 

In  1993.  On-Hand  Development  Corporation  donated  5- 1/2  acres  of  land  and  a  17,600  square-foot  building  to  Mid- 
Dakota  for  use  as  a  permanent  office  and  operations  and  maintenance  center.  The  value  of  the  property  is  estimated  at 
$200,000.  They  also  provided  a  grant  of  $25,000  to  be  used  to  improve  the  office. 

A  unique  provision  included  with  Mid-Dakota's  authorization  is  a  wetland  development  and  enhancement  component.  In 
conjunction  with  various  federal,  sute  and  local  agencies,  the  Mid-Dakota  sponsors  put  together  a  proposal  that  will 
enhance,  restore,  create  and  maintain  weUand  areas.  The  use  of  both  treated  and  untreated  Missouri  River  water  is 
envisioned  to  enhance  existing  wetland  areas.  Land  acquisition  adjacent  to  existing  wetlands  and  development  of 
constructed  wetlands  using  waste  water  are  also  authorized. 

The  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System  represents  a  contemporary  water  project  designed  to  alleviate  a  regional  water 
supply  problem.  The  project  has  been  developed  through  the  cooperation  of  a  diverse  group  of  interests  that  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to,  the  local  residents,  state  and  federal  officials,  water  interests,  public  power  interests  and  wildlife 
groups.  All  these  groups  may  seem  to  have  different  interests,  but  to  survive  in  rural  America  in  the  '90s,  we  have  learned 
to  compromise  a  little  and  to  recognize  and  accommodate  the  other  person's  needs.  This  can  be  seen  in  the  agreement  that 
was  reached  between  Mid- West  Electric  Consumers  Co-op,  and  the  Mid-Dakota  project.  Under  the  agreement,  the  project 
will  utilize  Pick-Sloan  pumping  power  for  six  months  of  the  year. 

In  conclusion,  we  ask  this  committee  to  continue  its  strong  support  of  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System.  We 
understand  and  approve  of  the  constraints  being  placed  on  federal  spending,  with  a  view  toward  balancing  the  budget. 
However,  with  project  construction  underway,  it  is  vital  that  we  receive  a  level  of  funding  which  will  allow  us  to  honor 
contracts  in  progress.  Insufficient  federal  funding  may  lead  to  default  on  one  or  more  of  these  contracts.  The  result  would 
be  loss  of  jobs,  and  remobilization  at  a  later  date,  which  would  be  expensive  for  us  and  for  the  U.S.  Government. 

May  we  also  point  out  that  Mid-Dakota  is  a  federal  project  in  every  sense  of  the  word  Our  state  is  blessed  with  many 
things;  however,  industrial  resources  are  not  one  of  them.  Conservatively,  over  60%  of  the  project  funds  will  be  spent  out 
of  Slate.  Ductile  iron  and  steel  pipe,  meters,  valves  and  PVC  pipe  resin  are  being  purchased  from  states  like  Alabama, 
Indiana,  Texas  and  Louisiana.  We  have  contractors  from  North  Dakota  and  a  major  subcontractor  from  the  State  of 
Washington,  and  I  could  go  on.  The  point  is,  Mid-Dakota  will  have  a  ripple  effect  which  will  be  felt  nationwide. 

Mid-Dakota  has  entered  into  a  unique  partnership  with  the  federal  government.  The  private  sector  is  plarming  and 
constructing  this  project,  with  a  limited  amount  of  oversight  from  the  USER.  This  partnership  has  worked  very  well,  as 
has  been  demonstrated  through  the  bidding  and  awarding  of  the  fiist  two  major  contracts,  which  have  come  in  well  under 
budget.  The  value  of  this  kind  of  partnership  has  also  been  demonstrated  with  the  completion  of  the  highly  successful 
WEB  Water  Project,  which  is  operating  without  federal  assistance  and  is  repaying  its  federal  construction  loan  on 
schedule,  since  it's  completion  in  1991.  Your  support  for  the  Mid- Dakota  project  will  encourage  similar  partnerships  in 
the  future. 

Now  that  construction  has  begun,  it  is  important  to  the  people  we  will  eventually  serve,  and  we  hope  it  is  equally  as 
important  to  Congress,  that  Mid-Dakota  be  in  a  position  to  deliver  water  as  quickly  as  possible.  This  would  be  the  most 
efficient  use  of  the  federal  and  state  monies  which  have  already  been  committed.  In  order  to  do  that,  we  need  to  complete 
the  intake  and  treatment  plant,  the  raw  water  line,  the  main  line,  and  the  Highmore  tower.  This  bare  minimum  structure 
must  be  in  place,  prior  to  the  delivery  of  the  first  drop  of  water. 

Please  help  us  deliver  that  water  soon,  by  approving  an  appropriation  which  is  as  close  as  possible  to  the  full  $23,394 
million  we  are  seeking  for  FY  96.  Thank  you  very  much. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Pfeifle,  for  your  statement.  As- 
suming the  committee  can  find  the  money,  how  long  will  it  take  to 
complete  the  intake  and  the  connecting  water  line? 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  The  intake  today  is  at  approximately  32  to  33  per- 
cent complete.  It  is  scheduled  to  be  complete  in  November  of  1995. 
The  treatment  plant  is  underway,  and  we  are  about  roughly  3  or 
4  percent  into  that  contract.  That  particular  contract  has  an  800- 
day  construction  period.  It  takes  a  long  time  to  build  those  kinds 
of  facilities. 

Mr.  Myers.  More  than  two  years  off  then. 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  Yes,  yes. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  certainly  hope  we  will 
be  able  to  help  you  on  this  project.  I  know  you  have  talked  with 
me,  and  I  am  very  familiar  with  it.  I  know  the  need  is  there.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  Thank  you.  We  can  only  ask  that  you  do  your  best 
for  us. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  about  all  we  can  promise,  too,  at  this  point. 
Well,  thank  you  for  your  fine  testimony.  The  committee  will  stand 
in  adjournment  until  2  o'clock  this  afternoon. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  SYSTEM  ENVIRONMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 

WITNESSES 

HON.  STEVE  GUNDERSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 
HOLLY  STOERKER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER 

BASIN  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  The  Chair  is 
pleased  to  welcome  our  colleague  from  Wisconsin.  Your  prepared 
statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record.  You  may  proceed  as  you 
care. 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  I  appreciate  that  very  much  and  also  ask  unan- 
imous consent,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  statement  of  the  Min- 
nesota-Wisconsin Boundary  Commission  be  inserted  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Without  objection. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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MINNESOTA-WISCONSIN  BOUNDARY  AREA  COMMISSION 

619  SECOND  STREET.  HUDSON,  WISCONSIN  54016-1576 
Serving  Our  Sponsor  States  on  the  St  Croix 

and  Mississippi  Rivers  since  1965  w^c 


STATEMENT  FOR  THE  HEARING  RECORD: 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  BUDGET  FOR  FY  1996 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  ENVIRONMENTAL  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 

U.  S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS 

March  22,  1995 

On  February  9,  1995,  the  Minnesota-Wisconsin  Bovindary  Area 
Commission  voted  to  again  endorse  and  recommend  approval  of  full 
funding  of  the  President's  request  for  S19.455  million,  as 
presented  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Budget,  to  continue  the 
federal  commitment  to  balanced  management  of  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River  System  through  the  Environmental  Management 
Program  (EMP) . 

This  unique  multi-state  water  resources  program  was  authorized  in 
Section  1103  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.   In 
fact,  the  Subcommittee  was  instrumental  in  seeing  to  it  that 
additional  funding  over  Corps  target  levels  was  provided  in  the 
early  years  of  the  EMP  effort.   This  helped  significantly  in 
laying  its  multi-objective  foundation  and  in  enhancing  the  Corps 
and  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  project  capabilities. 

Now,  in  its  eighth  authorized  year,  the  EMP  program  stands  as  a 
model  of  federal-state  partnership  and  balanced  resource  use, 
development  and  protection  that  deserves  to  be  continued  to  reach 
its  full  potential  for  long-term  benefits  to  the  national 
interests  it  serves.   Those  interests,  as  stated  in  the  enabling 
act,  are  tailor-made  river  management  programs  for  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River  as  "a  nationally  significant  ecosystem  and  a 
nationally  significant  commercial  navigation  system."   Nowhere 
else  on  the  inland  waterway  system  is  there  such  a  dual  mandate 
from  Congress,  and  such  a  diverse  and  beneficial  natural  and 
economic  water  resource  to  warrant  such  a  mandate. 

Through  its  active  involvement  in  the  authorization  and 
implementation  of  the  EMP  effort,  the  Commission  is  ea)le  to 
affirm  that  the  program  continues  to  meet  the  intent  of  Congress. 
This  is  important  to  know,  because  it  is  difficult  to  maintain  a 
continuity  of  effort  over  a  program  this  large  in  scope,  complex 
in  jurisdiction,  and  long  in  point  of  time.   We  earnestly  hope 
and  trust  that  in  the  changing  climate  of  Congressional 
direction,  this  carefully  constructed  partnership  effort  will  be 
sustained  and  upheld  by  our  national  government.   The  federal 
interests  are  predominant  here  and  are  well-established  in  law, 
spanning  over  200  years  in  navigation  management  and  over  70 
years  in  fish  and  wildlife  refuge  management. 
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Minnesota-Wisconsin  Boundary  Area  Commission 

Hearing  Statement  -  Upper  Mississippi  River  EMP  Funding 

March  22,  1995  -  Page  2 

The  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  Association,  of  which  our 
sponsor  states  are  two  of  the  five  members,  is  providing 
testimony  to  the  Subcommittee  on  the  outcomes  of  the  habitat 
rehabilitation  and  enhancement  projects  and  long-term  resource 
monitoring,  the  two  cornerstones  of  this  unique  undertaking.   Our 
Commission  is  well-informed  on  these  matters  through  such 
activities  as  visits  to  habitat  projects  and  to  the  EMP's 
Environmental  Management  Technical  Center,  site  of  our 
Mississippi  River  Regional  Committee • s  March  16  meeting,  as  well 
as  through  participation  in  the  interagency  committees  for  EMP 
and  channel  maintenance  coordination.   We  support  the 
Association's  statement  on  these  important  program  elements. 

Through  other  federal  legislative  initiatives,  our  Commission  is 
seeking  to  focus  attention  on  the  vexing  and  destructive  build-up 
of  sediment  in  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  navigation  pools,  to 
the  detriment  of  the  long-term  values  of  the  multi-purpose  river 
system.   Indeed,  one  of  the  key  recommendations  in  the  1982 
Master  Plan  that  Congress  approved,  which  led  to  the  EMP 
authorization,  was:  "immediate  action  should  be  taken  to  reduce 
erosion  rates  to  tolerable  levels  to  help  preserve  the  integrity 
of  all  resource  values  in  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  System." 

At  that  time,  because  of  the  high  total  cost  of  all  Master  Plan 
navigation,  habitat,  monitoring  and  soil  conservation  features, 
the  erosion  control  plan  was  withdrawn  in  the  legislative 
process.   Even  so,  the  EMP  habitat  program  is  working  to  restore 
many  areas  which  have  been  damaged  in  the  past,  and  to  protect 
other  areas  from  future  sedimentation.   Nevertheless,  unless 
something  more  is  done  to  reduce  erosion  rates,  including 
improved  farmland  conservation  and  non-point  source  pollution 
control,  large  portions  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  river  ecosystem 
will  continue  to  decline  and  could  be  lost. 

The  point  of  this  discussion  is  that  the  EMP  meets  the  need  for  a 
well-defined  river  program  on  which  any  successful, 
scientifically  sound,  economically  responsible  watershed 
ecosystem  management  plan  must  be  built.   Many  agencies  and 
organizations  are  actively  advocating  a  broader  watershed  agenda 
for  management  of  the  Mississippi  River  System  at  this  time, 
after  the  disastrous  floods  and  agricultural  production  losses  of 
1993.   The  EMP  will  be  the  most  important  reference  point  for  any 
future  decisions,  to  validate  new  proposals  and  to  demonstrate 
which  river  and  basin  management  measures  work. 

In  summary,  the  Commission  urges  the  Subcommittee  to  renew  its 
commitment  to  the  successful  Upper  Mississippi  River  EMP  effort 
by  recommending  the  full  $19,455  million  requested  for  FY  1996. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration  of  this  statement  of 
support  for  this  nationally-recognized  program  on  this 
nationally-significant  river. 
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Mr.  GuNDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  seventh  time  I  have 
had  the  privilege  to  be  before  this  subcommittee.  It  is  the  first  time 
I  have  had  the  privilege  to  be  here  with  you  as  the  Chairman,  and 
you  look  pretty  good  up  there.  I  hope  it  feels  as  good  on  that  side 
as  it  looks  on  this  side. 

We  want  to  solve  this  all  this  year,  so  we  don't  have  to  worry 
about  it  again.  If  you  give  us  a  10-year  appropriation,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, everything  will  be  fine. 

Mr.  Myers.  If  you  tell  us  where  to  get  it,  we  will  sure  give  it  to 
you. 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  well  aware  that  the  En- 
vironmental Management  Program  was  authorized  in  1986  and 
first  funded  in  1988  to  ensure  coordinated  development  and  en- 
hancement of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  system.  It  was  the  bal- 
ance we  were  trying  to  do  between  construction  and  navigation  on 
the  one  side  and  environmental  protection,  fish  and  wildlife  habi- 
tat, recreation  on  the  other. 

The  program  consists  primarily  of  habitat  rehab  projects.  You 
should  know  17  construction  projects  have  been  completed,  10  are 
under  way,  and  20  others  are  in  the  planning  stages. 

The  long-term  resource  monitoring  program  has  proved  ex- 
tremely successful  as  a  tool  to  assist  the  resource  river  managers 
in  their  efforts  to  evaluate  what  is  taking  place  in  the  ecosystem 
and  assess  potential  impacts  of  future  recreational  and  commercial 
development  in  this  particular  area. 

I  would  point  out  that  the  long-term  resource  monitoring  pro- 
gram became  especially  helpful  as  we  were  dealing  with  assess- 
ments of  the  flood  of  the  Mississippi  River  just  a  couple  of  years 
ago.  And  so  we  had  some  foresight  here  that  proved  very,  very 
helpful. 

In  addition,  literally  140  different  reports  are  used  by  the  five 
Upper  Mississippi  River  States.  These  reports  are  a  result  of  this 
long-term  resource  monitoring  program.  It  is  a  program,  as  I  have 
told  you  in  past  years,  that  has  been  widely  recognized  both  nation- 
ally and  internationally.  I  think  it  is  the  basis  for  a  whole  new  defi- 
nition of  Corps  activity  in  terms  of  balanced  management,  per  se, 
and  it  certainly  is  internationally  a  model  that  many,  many  coun- 
tries have  used. 

In  the  1992  to  1995  era,  administrations  of  both  political  parties 
have  submitted  as  part  of  their  budget  request  full  funding  for  the 
Environmental  Management  Program  at  $19.45  million.  It  is  our 
request,  Mr.  Chairman,  you — that  within  the  context  of  deficit  re- 
duction, that  you  understand  how  critical  it  is  that  now  this  pro- 
gram is  in  full  swing  that  it  is  fully  funded.  We  say  that  for  a  cou- 
ple of  reasons. 

As  you  well  know,  for  the  first  few  years,  we  were  unable  to  fully 
fund  the  program  so  we  continue  to  operate  at  a  $30  million  deficit 
over  the  program.  But  this  is  one  of  the  programs  that  is  not  in- 
dexed for  inflation,  so  we  have,  not  unlike  many  of  the  quote,  un- 
quote "current  services  programs,"  been  able  to  benefit  from  the 
projected  increases. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  obviously  the  impact  of  the  floods  was 
minimized  because  of  the  data  that  we  had  gathered  out  of  this 
program.  We  have  made  some  programmatic  reforms  where  the 
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smaller  projects  are  improved  by  the  regional  office,  rather  than 
Washington.  So  we  think  we  have  gotten  through  many  of  those 
areas. 

The  only  other  issue  I  would  bring  up  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
not  a  new  one.  It  is  the  issue  of  savings  and  slippage. 

As  you  know,  the  Corps  automatically  does  savings  and  slippage 
on  construction  projects.  We  understand  that.  We  don't  have  any 
problem,  frankly,  with  the  construction  projects  or  the  DMP  doing 
their  part  in  savings  and  slippage. 

The  concern  we  have  is  that  the  monitoring  programs — ^because 
the  original  design  structure  between  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
Fish  and  Wildlife  was  that  the  money  would  go  to  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers, the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  in  essence  contract  with  Fish 
and  Wildlife  over  in  Interior  to  do  some  of  the  programmatic  oper- 
ations in  this  area,  which  still  gets  the  savings  in  slippage  because 
of  the  initial  authority  perspective. 

So  we  would  request  the  subcommittee  grant  exemption  only  for 
those  monitoring  portions  of  this  particular  program  in  the  enact- 
ing language  and  instruct  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  apply  savings 
in  slippage  only  to  real  construction  programs. 

With  that,  I  am  delighted  to  introduce  Holly  Stoerker  of  the 
Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  Commission,  who  will  testify  next. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gunderson  follows:] 


668 


STATEMENT  BY 

Rep.  Steve  Gunderson 

Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 

Wednesday,  March  22,  1995 


EMP  Funding  in  the 
FY  1996  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Bill 


Mr.  Gunderson:    Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill  for  allowing  me  to  again  come 
before  the  Subcommittee  to  express  my  support  for  the  Enviroimiental  Management  Program 
(EMP)  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  (Section  1103,  PL  99-662).    I've  been  here  before, 
and  I'm  very  pleased  to  say  that  with  your  support  the  EMP  continues  to  be  a  great  success. 

As  you  know,  the  EMP  was  authorized  in  1986  and  first  funded  in  1988  to  foster  a 
comprehensive  and  cooperative  approach  to  management  of  the  multi-use  and 
interjurisdictional  resources  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River.    The  program  is  directed  by  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  funded  through  the  Corps'  general  construction  budget.   It 
focuses  on  habitat  rehabilitation  and  enhancement  projects  (habitat  projects)  and  long  term 
resource  monitoring  (resource  monitoring)  in  and  near  the  river.    I  am  extremely  pleased  that 
the  Clinton  Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  proposal  includes  full  funding  for  the 
EMP.    Full  funding  is  important  because  this  15-year  program  is  not  cost  indexed  for 
inflation. 

The  EMP  Has  Received  Broad-based  Support 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  Subcommittee  is  already  aware  of  the  very  broad-based 
support  which  this  program  has  won.   The  National  Research  Council  said  the  EMP  should 
serve  as  a  model  for  federal-state  partnerships  on  other  rivers,  stating:    "It  is  among  the  first 
in  the  nation  to  address  conflicting  federal  mandates  for  large  interstate  rivers  and  to  redress 
habitat  degradation  caused  by  alterations  within  the  rivers  and  their  drainage  basins." 

Similarly,  the  Corps  in  testimony  before  Congress  and  the  Director  of  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  have  praised  it  as  an  important  model  for  future  programs  in  this 
country  and  abroad.    In  fact,  in  July  1994,  a  conference  of  international  river  experts 
convened  at  the  program's  Environmental  Management  Technical  Center  to  discuss  river 
management,  using  the  program  as  a  model.   Secretary  of  the  Interior  Babbitt  visited  the 
River  conference  and  provided  the  center  additional  funding  to  accelerate  the  process  of 
making  1993  flood  data  available  to  program  partners,  industry  and  the  public. 

Most  important  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  EMP  is  regarded  as  crucial  to  maintaining 
a  balance  among  the  users  of  the  river  -  one  of  the  reasons  the  program  was  created  in  the 
first  place.    As  a  significant  waterway  for  commercial  navigation,  the  river  is  used  to 


transport  agricutural  commodities  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.    In  addition,  the  river  is  used  by 
millions  each  year  for  recreation,  swimming,  boating,  fishing  and  hunting.    The  upper  river 
alone  has  over  200  boat  harbors,  445  recreation  sites,  and  thousands  of  acres  of  wildlife 
refuges.    The  1993  Corps  study  of  the  "Economic  Impacts  of  Recreation  on  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River  System"  conservatively  estimated  that  recreation  produces  $1.2  billion  in 
economic  benefits  (in  1990  dollars)  and  18,000  jobs  nationwide.    For  the  76  counties  along 
the  upper  river,  recreational  activity  supported  $400  million  in  output  and  7,200  jobs. 


Benefits  Exceed  Costs 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  era  of  fiscal  responsibility  I  understand  the  need  for  programs 
to  use  their  funds  efficiently.    Having  a  centralized  Upper  Mississippi  River  Technical  Center 
is  providing  far  greater  benefits  to  other  programs  and  agencies  than  originally  foreseen. 
Some  benefits  were  always  foreseen.    For  instance,  the  five  Upper  Mississippi  River  States 
find  Long-Term  Resource  Monitoring  Program  data  valuable.    The  Technical  Center  has 
published  over  140  scientific  and  technical  reports,  many  of  which  are  used  to  support 
management  decisions  by  several  agencies  within  the  five  basin  states.    The  Upper 
Mississippi  River  Conservation  Committee  Fish  Technical  Section,  which  is  largely  a 
consortium  of  state  namral  resource  managers,  relies  in  part  on  information  from  the  Long 
Term  Program  to  assess  the  need  for  additional  actions  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  value  of 
the  recreational  fishery. 

Benefits  to  other  users  were  unexpected.   The  data  sets  provided  by  the  program  are 
being  incorporated  into  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  navigation  smdy  to  address  the 
potential  environmental  effects  of  increased  commercial  navigation.    Such  multiple  uses  of 
high-quality  data  represent  an  extremely  efficient  use  of  funds. 

In  addition,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  in  fulfilling  the 
requirements  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Control  Act  of  1990,  formed  a  partnership  with  the 
Technical  Center  and  provide  additional  funds  and  technical  support  in  developing  spatial 
databases  which  will  aid  in  responding  to  an  oil  spill  crisis  on  the  River.   The  N6S  and  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  used  the  Technical  Center  both  to  support  implementation  of  a 
migratory  Bird  Strategy  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  System.    Mr.  Chairman,  these 
examples  aptly  demonstrate  that  the  EMP  and  the  Long-Term  monitoring  program  have 
produced  results  beyond  quantitative  and  fiscal  expectations. 


Habitat  Rehabilitation  Projects  Progress 

So  far,  the  construction  of  17  habitat  projects  has  been  completed,  10  are  underway 
and  another  20  are  in  the  plarming  and  design  stages.    EMP  activities  do  not  stop  after 
project  construction.    Monitoring  and  evaluation,  on-going  at  the  completed  project  sites,  ar 
demonstrating  that  the  projects  are  successfully  improving  and  providing  productive 


I 


670 


backwater  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  resources.    For  example,  monitoring  studies  at  the 
Brown's  Lake  project  near  Bellevue,  Iowa,  have  shown  that  the  combination  of  deeper  depths 
provided  through  dredging   newly  installed  water-control  strucnire  have  provided  a  viable 
and  valuable  over-wintering  area  for  fish  within  the  lake.    Information  we've  gathered 
through  habitat  project  site  monitoring  and  the  Long  Term  Resource  Monitoring  Program  is 
consistently  cycled  back  to  feedback  engineers  and  biologists  for  consideration  into  the 
planning  and  design  of  pending  habitat  projects. 

Information  we  have  gathered  as  a  result  of  the  1993  flood  will  help  us  design  future 
navigation  systems  that  are  more  compatible  with  the  environment,  especially  with  regards  to 
hydropower,  sedimentation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  water  pollution.   The  success  in  Pool  7, 
near  La  Crosse,  Wisconsin,  in  improving  environmental  conditions  for  the  reestablishment  of 
vegetation  and  increased  waterfowl  nesting  success  and  the  Finger  Lake  project  in  Minnesota 
have  succeeded  in  sufficiently  raising  dissolved  oxygen  levels  in  the  backwaters.   This  has 
resulted  in  an  increase  in  the  number  of  backwater  fish  species. 


Full  Funding  for  EMP 

Last  year,  the  fourth  year  in  a  row,  the  Subconmiittee  provided  full  funding  of  $19.46 
million  for  the  EMP.    Once  again,  I  am  hopeful  that  the  Subcommittee  will  fully  fund  the 
EMP  at  the  authorized  level  of  $19.46  million. 

As  I  have  explained  in  past  testimony,  maintaining  full  funding  for  the  program  is 
especially  critical  at  this  stage,  given  the  shortfalls  in  funding  during  the  program's  early 
years.    For  your  information,  I  have  included  a  table  in  my  testimony  which  illustrates  the 
program's  funding  history: 


Appropriated 


[ear 

Authorized 

(milUons) 

ShortfaU 

88 

16.72 

5.16 

11.55 

89 

18.56 

7.90 

11.06 

90 

19.95 

14.86 

5.09 

91 

19.46 

17.00 

2.46 

92 

19.46 

19.46 

0 

93 

19.46 

19.46 

0 

94 

19.46 

19.46 

0 

95 

19.46 

19.46 

0 

96 

19.46 

97 

19.46 

Total  191.45  $103.45  $30.16 
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You  can  see  by  the  figures  that  EMP  funding  to  date  has  fallen  short  by  $30  million. 
I  respectfully  request  that  the  Subcommittee  continue  to  recognize  this  problem  and  to 
maintain  funding  for  the  program  at  its  authorized  level. 


Observations  Made  During  the  1993  Flood 

Although  the  great  flood  of  1993  is  well  behind  us,  we  are  constantly  reminded  of  the 
value  of  the  investment  made  in  the  monitoring  component  of  the  EMP.    Data  gathered  under 
the  resource  monitoring  programs  played  a  key  role  in  the  White  House  sponsored 
Floodplain  Scientific  Assessment  and  Strategy  Team  efforts  to  analyze  the  effects  of  the 
flood.    Resource  monitoring  personnel  from  both  the  Environmental  Management  Technical 
Center  and  the  state-operated  field  stations  participated  on  the  team.    These  personnel 
continue  to  play  the  key  roles  on  the  team  as  recommendations  are  formulated. 

Monitoring  data  obtained  during  the  flood  demonstrated  the  species  composition  and 
distribution  of  aquatic  and  floodplain  vegetation  may  have  been  sign^icantly  altered  during 
the  flood.    In  addition,  at  least  over  the  short  term,  historical  patterns  of  sediment  deposition 
and  erosion  appear  to  have  been  altered  also.   Such  information  will  be  of  great  value  in 
separating  effects  of  natural  events  from  those  projected  as  a  result  of  navigation  on  the 
river. 

Delegated  Authority  Accelerates  Program  Approval 

The  Corps  streamlined  its  approval  process  for  small  scale  projects  in  order  to 
administer  EMP  funds  more  efficiently.    In  December  1993,  the  Corps  delegated  to  the 
Commander  of  the  North  Central  Division  the  authority  to  approve  EMP  habitat  projects  that 
have  a  construction  estimate  of  $2  million  or  less  and  fall  within  the  policy  parameters  for 
previous  projects.    Since  the  provision  of  the  delegated  authority,  5  projects  have  been 
approved  for  construction  by  the  North  Central  Division.   This  authority  has  reduced  the 
approval  process  time  by  4  to  6  months,  successfully  contributing  to  improved  program 
execution. 

Line  Item  Needed  For  Resource  Monitoring  Program 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  need  to  briefly  remark  upon  effect  of  the  Corps  policy  of  "savings 
and  slippage"  on  the  EMP. 

The  Corps  applies  "savings  and  slippage"  expenses  to  all  construction  projects. 
Simply  put,  each  year  the  Corps  projects  the  amount  of  appropriated  construction  funds 
which  will  not  be  spent  because  of  projects  which  will  fall  behind  schedule.   Based  on  this 
amount,  the  Corps  then  assesses  all  construction  projects  with  a  pro-rata  share  of  the 
"slippage"  found  in  the  total  prior  year's  construction  budget.   The  percentage  of  fimding 
held  from  each  project  is  determined  to  be  "savings." 
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Application  of  the  "savings  and  slippage"  policy  to  the  EMP  has  cost  the  program 
over  $12  million  in  the  last  five  years  alone.    During  FY  95  it  cost  $3.07  million.    Of  special 
concern,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  money  that  comes  out  of  the  budget  for  the  Long  Term 
Resource  Monitoring  Program,  a  critical  part  of  the  EMP.    About  a  third  of  the  overall 
appropriation  for  the  EMP  --  or  $5.9  million  ~  is  allocated  to  this  program. 

Last  year  I  emphasized  that  the  Long-Term  Resource  Monitoring  program  has  been 
hit  especially  hard  by  this  policy  because  it  was  underfunded  in  its  earlier  years.    It  is  not  a 
construction  program  even  though  it  is  funded  under  the  construction  heading  in  the  Corps 
budget.    As  a  result,  it  is  now  playing  catch-up  with  the  construction  component  of  the 
program. 

Beginning  in  FY  1993  and  continuing  through  FY  1995,  the  Corps  reprogrammed  its 
funds  to  take  the  entire  amount  of  savings  and  slippage  from  the  construction  funds.    In  FY 
1996  the  Corps  is  expected  to  be  able  to  continue  this  practice.   As  the  20  construction 
projects  currently  in  design  phase  move  to  actual  construction,  however,  the  Corps  will 
utilize  its  full  construction  budget,  and  the  monitoring  program  will  become  a  prime 
candidate  for  savings  and  slippage. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Corps  cannot  unilaterally  exempt  the  EMP  or  any  part  of  the 
program  from  its  policy.  Language  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1992  Energy  and  Water 
Appropriations  bill  specifically  prevents  the  Corps  from  utilizing  this  discretion. 

As  I  did  last  year,  I  am  again  asking  the  Subcommittee  to  seriously  consider  granting 
an  exemption  for  the  monitoring  portion  of  the  EMP  from  the  "savings  and  slippage"  policy 
by  indicating  its  funding  level  in  enacting  language.  The  Subcommittee  should  also  instruct 
the  Corps  that  savings  and  slippage  can  only  be  appropriately  applied  to  the  remaining  $13.5 
million  under  the  construction  segment  of  the  program,  instead  of  the  entire  $19,455  million. 


In  closing,  I  hope  the  Subconunittee  will  realize  the  importance  of  the  EMP,  both  to 
the  Upper  Mississippi  River  region  and  as  a  model  for  future  programs  in  the  country.    This 
Subcommittee  deserves  credit  for  the  foresight  that  has  been  associated  with  the  program. 
We  need  now  only  to  maintain  the  program's  authorized  funding  level,  and  continue  to 
ensure  that  those  fiinds  are  put  to  their  maximum  good  use. 

Thank  you  again  for  allowing  me  this  opportunity  to  bring  the  EMP  to  the  anention  of 
the  Subcommittee.    I  am  ready  at  all  times  to  work  with  members  of  this  Subcommittee  to 
improve  this  model  river  management  program. 


673 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  pleased  to  hear  from  you,  Holly. 

Steve,  you  recognize  the  committee  does  have  a  very  difficult  job 
this  year  because  of  the  press  on  the  budget.  We  are  still  trying 
to  put  together  what  the  budget  is  going  to  look  like  for  you.  So — 
every  committee  is. 

We  appreciate  your  understanding  that  we  will  do  the  best  we 
can. 

Pardon  me,  Holly.  Welcome. 

Ms.  Stoerker.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  here  on  behalf 
of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  Association.  That  is  an  orga- 
nization formed  by  the  governors  in  our  region  13  years  ago.  I  am 
here  today  on  behalf  of  those  States,  along  with  Congressman  Gun- 
derson,  to  ask  this  committee  to  support  full  funding  for  the  Envi- 
ronmental Management  Program.  We  call  it  the  EMP. 

I  don't  want  to  go  into  a  lot  of  detail  about  the  program.  There 
are  a  number  of  points  made  in  our  written  statement  that  de- 
scribe what  goes  on  there,  but  I  would  like  to  make  just  two  points 
in  my  brief  time  with  you.  They  are  really  addressed  to  questions 
that  seem  particularly  prominent  these  days. 

And  the  first  one  is,  in  asking  yourself  about  any  program  that 
you  are  asked  to  fund,  is  it  an  appropriate  investment  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government;  and  number  two,  is  it  a  wise  investment?  And  I 
guess  I  would  like  to  take  just  a  minute  to  speak  to  both  those  is- 
sues. 

The  first  is  the  program,  is  it  an  appropriate  arena  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  be  involved  in?  I  guess  with  regard  to  the 
EMP,  I  can  certainly  say  yes  to  that  question,  and  there  are  a  vari- 
ety of  reasons  why. 

First  of  all.  Congress,  when  it  authorized  this  program,  declared 
the  Upper  Mississippi  River  to  be  a  nationally  significant  eco- 
system and  a  nationally  significant  commercial  navigation  system. 
In  addition,  as  you  all  know,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  this  year  in 
their  budget  policy  has  identified  a  number  of  areas  that  they  be- 
lieve are  of  national  significance  and  therefore  merit  Federal  Gov- 
ernment involvement;  and  those  three,  as  you  know,  are  multi- 
State  flood  control,  commercial  navigation,  and  environmental  res- 
toration. 

On  the  Upper  Mississippi,  we  have  got  all  three.  And  in  fact  the 
third  one,  environmental  restoration,  is  what  the  Environmental 
Management  Program  is  all  about. 

Finally,  I  think  the  river  itself  suggests  to  us  why  it  is  a  nation- 
ally significant  area  for  Federal  involvement,  and  that  is  because 
we  historically  have  had  a  Federal  river  out  there.  In  many  ways 
it  is  not  a  natural  river  anymore;  because  of  decisions  that  were 
made  by  the  Federal  Government  50  years  ago,  that  system  is  op- 
erated for  commercial  navigation. 

That  doesn't  necessarily  imply  that  was  a  bad  public  policy 
choice  to  make.  But  what  it  does  suggest  is  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  a  continuing  responsibility  and  involvement  in  that 
area,  because  they  have  taken  actions  that  so  profoundly  shape  the 
way  that  river  functions. 

The  second  question  that  I  think  we  all  ask  ourselves  in  addition 
to,  is  it  appropriate  for  Federal  involvement,  is,  is  it  a  wise  invest- 
ment? And  again,  I  guess  I  would  suggest  to  you,  not  surprisingly, 
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that  the  answer  to  that  question  is  also  yes;  and  when  American 
taxpayers  invest  in  the  EMP,  it  seems  to  me  they  are  getting  bene- 
fits they  may  not  even  reahze.  And  I  want  to  share  just  one  exam- 
ple with  you. 

For  instance,  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  which 
is  not  even  part  of  this  program  officially,  uses  the  information  that 
is  generated  in  the  monitoring  portion  of  this  program  to  do  the 
planning  and  the  mapping  that  they  are  required  to  do  under  the 
1990  Oil  Pollution  Act.  And  so  you  can  see  that  there  are  a  lot  of 
ways  in  which  these  programs  intersect,  if  you  will,  with  other  Fed- 
eral activities;  and  in  fact,  those  kinds  of  cost  savings  are  very 
rarely  accounted  for  in  our  system  these  days.  We  only  hear  about 
wasteful  Federal  spending  when  someone  discovers  that  two  Fed- 
eral agencies  or  two  Federal  programs  are  duplicating  each  other's 
efforts. 

It  seems  to  me  that  when  that  is  not  the  case,  we  should  not  only 
acknowledge  it,  but  applaud  it  and  figure  out  ways  to  make  that 
kind  of  efficiency  more  contagious. 

So,  with  that,  I  will  simply  stop  and  thank  you  for  your  time  and 
patience  again. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Stoerker  follows:] 
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Statement  of  the 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  Association 

on  FY  1996  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 

(March  22,   1995) 


PROJECT:  Upper  Mississippi  River  System  Environmental  Management 
Program,  IL,  lA,  MO,  MN,  WI 

AUTHORIZATION: 

$19,455 

million 

BUDGET  REQUEST: 

$19,455 

million 

Background   ... 

The  Upper  Mississippi  River  System  Environmental  Management  Program  (EMP)  was 
authorized  in  1986  in  response  to  the  need  for  both  restoring  lost  and  degraded  habitat  and 
improving  scientific  understanding  of  the  river  system.  What  was  at  first  a  novel  new  approach 
to  interagency  environmental  management,  has  now  become  a  widely  recognized  and  respected 
regional  program. 

The  EMP  consists  of  two  primary  components:  the  construction  of  individual  projects  to 
rehabilitate  or  enhance  threatened  habitat  areas  and  a  long  term  monitoring  program  to  track  the 
environmental  health  of  the  system.  Each  of  the  habitat  projects  (varying  in  size  and  ranging  in 
cost  from  about  $2(X),(XX)  to  $6  million)  employs  different  types  of  techniques,  including  such 
things  as  selective  dredging  to  remove  sediment,  island  creation,  water  level  control  features,  and 
side  channel  closures  or  openings.  The  long  term  monitoring  program  consists  of  six  field 
stations  throughout  the  river  system  which  routinely  collect  standardized  data  on  water,  sediment, 
fish,  and  vegetation  at  over  150  sites.  In  addition,  the  monitoring  program  headquarters  at  the 
Environmental  Management  Technical  Center  is  home  to  a  multi-disciplinary  team  of  scientists 
who  are  interpreting  and  displaying  the  data  in  ways  that  will  be  useful  for  management 
decisions. 

The  unique  character  of  tiie  EMP  is,  in  part,  a  function  of  its  parmership  design.  While  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  is  the  lead  agency,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Biological 
Service,  and  five  basin  states  all  have  specific  roles  to  play  in  planning,  designing,  evaluating, 
and  operating  and  maintaining  the  habitat  projects,  as  well  as  conducting  the  data  collection  and 
analysis  that  is  part  of  the  long  term  monitoring  program.  In  addition,  the  Upper  Mississippi 
River  Basin  Association,  established  by  the  Governors  of  the  states  of  Illinois,  Iowa,  Minnesota, 
Missouri,  and  Wisconsin,  serves  as  the  primary  regional  forum  for  the  coordination  of  EMP 
related  issues  and  policies.  The  Association  has  testiified  in  suppon  of  appropriations  for  the 
EMP  every  year  since  its  inception  in  1986.  It  is  with  tremendous  pleasure  that  we  once  again 
present  testimony  on  this  unique  program. 
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National  Significance   ... 

It  is  clear  that  one  of  the  key  questions  in  this  year's  budget  and  appropriations  deliberations 
is  whether  the  programs  and  projects  funded  by  the  federal  government  are  appropriately  a 
federal  responsibility.  In  other  words,  are  we  investing  in  programs  that  are  truly  of  national 
significance?  While  we  have  been  emphasizing  this  very  point  with  regard  to  the  EMP  since  it 
was  first  authorized  in  1986,  it  is  a  particularly  relevant  issue  now. 

The  states  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  were  pleased  to  see  that  "environmental 
restoration"  is  one  of  the  three  mission  areas  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  highlighted  in  its 
FY  96  budget  as  being  of  national  significance  and  thus  appropriate  for  federal  involvement 
The  EMP  program  on  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  System  is  certainly  such  a  venture.  Indeed,  in 
Section  1 103  of  the  1986  Water  Resources  Development  Act  authorizing  the  EMP,  Congress 
declared  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  System  to  be  "a  nationally  significant  ecosystem  and  a 
nationally  significant  commercial  navigation  system." 

There  are  a  variety  of  characteristics  of  this  river  system  which  suggest  that  it  is  an 
appropriate  arena  of  federal  concern.  As  the  shared  border  uniting  the  states,  the  Mississippi 
River  is  a  vast  interstate  river  where  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  other  federal  agencies  will 
doubdessly  have  an  on-going  role  to  play,  even  as  we  enter  an  era  of  federal  downsizing, 
privatization,  and  transition  to  state  and  local  control.  As  an  example,  the  integrated  data  sets  and 
systemwide  modeling  and  analyses  being  accomplished  under  the  auspices  of  the  EMP  long  term 
monitoring  program  are  clearly  beyond  the  ability  of  a  single  state  and  are  most  appropriately  the 
responsibility  of  the  federal  govemment  Secondly,  the  environmental  degradation  which  the 
EMP  is  designed  to  address  is  related,  at  least  in  part,  to  the  way  in  which  die  system  has  been 
managed  for  the  past  50  years  by  the  federal  government  for  commercial  navigation  purposes. 
And,  finally,  the  national  significance  of  the  river's  habitats  and  resident  species  is  exemplified 
by  the  fact  diat  there  are  five  national  wildlife  refuges  along  the  river,  comprising  nearly  300,000 
acres.  Indeed,  a  number  of  the  habitat  restoration  projects  undertaken  as  pan  of  the  EMP 
program  are  located  on  lands  managed  as  national  reftiges. 

Economies  and  Efficiencies  ... 

In  addition  to  being  an  appropriate  investment  for  die  federal  government,  we  believe  the 
EMP  is  a  wise  investment.  The  pay-offs  are  already  obvious.  Because  the  EMP,  through  its 
long  term  resource  monitoring  program,  has  been  able  to  compile  an  array  of  integrated  data  sets 
and  build  an  unrivaled  capacity  for  systemwide  spatial  data  analysis  on  the  Upper  Mississippi 
River,  it  is  benefiting  a  variety  of  other  federal  endeavors  beyond  what  its  creators  might  have 
originally  imagined.  The  examples  of  this  synergy  are  many. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers'  Upper  Mississippi- Illinois  Waterway  Navigation  Study  is  relying 
heavily  upon  the  EMP's  Environmental  Management  Technical  Center  in  conducting  parts  of  the 
navigation  impact  analyses  and  environmental  studies  that  are  part  of  the  Corps  smdy.  The 
Corps  noted  in  its  1992  EMP  midterm  evaluation  report  that  dieir  "goal  will  be  to  leverage 
navigation  study  funds  against  the  EMP  investments  already  made,  as  well  as  those  in  the  future. 
Over  $5  million  has  been  or  is  scheduled  to  be  expended  for  products  complementing  the  Upper 
Mississippi-Illinois  Waterway  Navigation  Study." 

Another  example  of  the  economies  that  can  be  gained  by  having  a  centralized  source  of 
ecological  data  and  a  geographic  information  system  (CIS)  is  the  collaboration  diat  has  developed 
between  the  Environmental  Management  Technical  Center  (EMTC)  and  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  EMTCs  technology  is  being  utilized  by  EPA  to  help  fulfill  its 
responsibilities  under  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990.  The  GIS  mapping  capabilities  developed  by 
EMTC  have  become  a  major  asset  in  devising  contingency  plans  for  responding  to  oil  spills  on 
the  river. 
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Yet  another  example  became  evident  following  the  1993  floods  in  the  Upper  Mississippi  and 
Lower  Missouri  River  Basins.  The  EMTCs  land  cover  data  sets  and  experience  in  remote 
sensing  and  geographic  information  systems  (CIS)  were  instrumental  in  the  efforts  of  the 
Administration's  Scientific  Assessment  and  Strategy  Team  to  provide  timely  and  relevant 
scientific  input  into  the  evaluation  of  post-flood  policy  options.  A  year  and  a  half  before  the  1993 
flood,  scientists  at  the  EMTC  were  putting  together  historical  data  and  developing  flood 
discharge/elevation  relationships  for  the  Upper  Mississippi  River.  As  a  result  of  this  work,  the 
EMTC  has  been  able  to  offer  valuable  new  tools,  in  the  form  of  an  interactive  on-line  data  set,  to 
those  who  are  interested  in  evaluating  the  linkages  between  the  volume  of  water  during  a  flood 
and  the  height  of  the  flood  waters. 

Tangible  Results  ... 

In  the  past,  we  have  reported  the  accomplishments  of  the  EMP  in  terms  of  numbers  of 
projects  constructed  and  designed.  Despite  funding  shortfalls  of  over  $20  million  in  the  early 
years  of  the  habitat  projects  program,  the  construction  of  17  habitat  projects  has  been  completed 
and  anotiier  10  projects  are  under  construction.  In  addition,  5  projects  have  been  designed  and 
are  awaiting  construction  approval  or  contract  award.  Eighteen  more  projects  have  design  work 
underway. 

While  these  figures  are  impressive  and  illustrate  how  different  the  multi-faceted  EMP  is  from 
other  more  traditional  Corps  programs,  they  certainly  do  not  tell  the  whole  story.  The  true 
measure  of  success  can  be  found  in  the  ecological  response  we  are  beginning  to  see  to  these 
projects.  The  Brown's  Lake  project  near  Bellevue,  Iowa  is  an  excellent  example.  As  a  result  of 
the  deflection  levee  that  was  constructed  to  prevent  sediment-laden  flows  from  entering  this  450 
acre  backwater  complex,  nirbidity  levels  have  been  reduced.  In  addition,  the  movement  of  radio- 
tagged  large  mouth  bass  indicates  that  this  species  will  use  the  area  for  over- wintering  when  the 
water  control  structure  is  operated  to  provide  inflow  of  oxygenated  water.  Recent  creel  surveys 
have  shown  a  1 17  percent  increase  in  anglers'  catches. 

Similar  fisheries  success  is  evident  at  tiie  Bertom-McCarmey  Lakes  project  in  Wisconsin. 
The  placement  of  rock  material  and  protective  fish  structures  in  selected  sloughs  and  side 
channels  has  made  a  day  and  night  difference  in  species  richness  and  diversity.  Small  mouth 
bass,  only  rarely  found  in  this  pool  and  never  before  in  the  project  area,  now  find  the  habitat  to 
their  liking. 

The  Lake  Onalaska  Project  near  La  Crosse,  Wisconsin  provides  yet  another  example  of  the 
dramatic  successes  that  EMP  habitat  projects  have  achieved.  The  three  islands  constructed  in 
Pool  7  of  the  river  have  reduced  wave  action  and  sediment  resuspension,  thus  helping  to 
reestablish  lost  aquatic  plant  beds  which  provide  food  for  migrating  canvasback  ducks.  An 
added,  but  not  originally  anticipated,  benefit  of  these  islands  is  their  value  as  nesting  grounds  for 
waterfowl.  Since  1991  the  hatching  success  on  these  islands  has  skyrocketed,  with  over  a  20- 
fold  increase  in  hatchlings. 

The  Flood  of  1993  ... 

It  is  still  difficult  to  talk  about  the  Mississippi  River  without  discussing  the  Great  Flood  of 
1993.  While  that  year's  records  floods  were  a  disaster  of  enormous  proportions,  they  also 
provided  a  unique  opportunity  to  test  both  the  performance  of  EMP  habitat  projects  and  tiie  value 
of  the  monitoring  system  and  data  collection  efforts  which  had  been  instimted  prior  to  the  floods. 

Generally  speaking,  EMP  habitat  projects  survived  the  flood  event  remarkably  well, 
functioning  as  they  were  designed  with  only  minor  damages.  However,  the  high  water 
conditions  did  result  in  delays  in  the  progress  of  both  construction  and  planning  activities. 
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In  some  cases,  the  Corps  Districts  had  to  abandon  work  on  EMP  projects  because  higher  priority 
flood-related  activities  took  precedence.  In  other  cases,  EMP  construction  sites  were  simply 
inaccessible  or  impossible  to  work  on  as  a  result  of  the  high  waters. 

The  EMP's  long  term  resource  monitoring  program  also  felt  the  effects  of  the  1993  flood,  but 
in  siuprisingly  positive  ways.  The  six  field  stations,  which  were  established  at  the  inception  of 
the  program  to  collect  standardized  data  on  water,  sediment,  fish,  and  vegetation,  were  able  to 
maintain  their  operations  throughout  the  duration  of  the  flood.  However,  as  a  result  of  prolonged 
periods  of  high  water  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  river,  some  of  the  field  stations  had  to 
temporarily  divert  their  efforts  from  routine  monitoring.  Those  field  stations  redirected  their 
efforts  to  special  studies  of  species  composition  and  use  of  the  flood  inundated  areas,  taking 
advantage  of  the  rare  opportunity  afforded  by  the  flood  conditions.  Migratory  species  such  as  the 
skipjack  herring  were  found  in  locations  where  they  had  not  previously  been  known  to  exist, 
most  likely  as  a  result  of  the  fact  that  many  dams  on  the  river  were  fully  open  for  extended 
periods  of  time  during  the  flood.  The  ability  to  capture  much  of  this  extraordinary  data, 
documenting  die  flood's  effects  on  fish  species,  aquatic  vegetation,  and  water  quality,  was 
possible  because  we  had  the  necessary  infrastructure  and  staff  in  place.  The  EMFs  field  stations 
proved  to  be  a  tremendous  scientific  asset  during  the  flood. 

Lessons  Learned  and  Progress  Made  ... 

When  first  authorized  in  1986,  the  EMP  was  an  innovative  program,  differing  in  many  ways 
torn  typical  Corps  of  Engineers  water  development  projects.  Since  that  time  we  have  learned  a 
great  deal  about  both  environmental  restoration  techniques  and  managing  a  large-scale  regional 
program  such  as  this. 

The  EMP  is  advancing  the  state  of  the  art  in  incremental  analysis  of  habitat  projects.  By 
modeling  the  habitat  gains  and  losses  of  representative  target  species  under  different  design 
alternatives,  the  most  cost-effective  project  design  can  be  identified  .  We  are  also  leaming  a  great 
deal  about  previously  untested  or  rarely  utilized  techniques  for  restoring  and  enhancing  habitat 
areas.  Island  creation  is  one  such  example.  We  have  learned  that  islands  shaped  like  a  fish 
hook,  similar  to  the  way  the  natural  processes  of  the  river  might  form  islands,  are  producing 
substantial  habitat  benefits.  The  large  "shadow  zone"  downstream  of  the  island  allows  for 
deposition  of  fine  particulate  matter  and  provides  a  quiet  water  area  for  aquatic  vegetation. 

We  have  also  made  substantial  progress  on  resolving  procedural  and  policy  issues  that 
challenged  us  in  the  early  years,  as  we  launched  a  program  Uiat  had  no  precedent.  In  1992,  a 
strategy  was  devised  for  dealing  with  the  difficult  question  of  which  agency  should  operate  and 
maintain  the  projects  after  consnuction,  an  issue  complicated  by  the  fact  that  many  of  the  projects 
are  on  federal  refuge  lands  yet  nonfederal  sponsors  were  required  to  cost-share  the  O&M.  More 
rccenUy,  project  review  and  approval  procedures  have  been  streamlined,  with  the  authority  to 
approve  some  of  the  smaller  routine  projects  delegated  to  the  Division  Commander.  Previously, 
every  project,  regardless  of  its  cost  or  complexity  had  to  be  reviewed  at  Corps  Headquarters  and 
approved  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Civil  Works. 

Report  to  Congress   ... 

Despite  the  accomplishments  of  the  EMP  and  the  advancements  diat  have  been  made  in  the  art 
and  science  of  environmental  restoration,  there  are  certain  limitations  that  those  who  have  worked 
on  this  program  have  grown  to  realize.  This  fact,  in  combination  widi  the  impending  end  of  the 
authorization  in  the  year  2002,  has  prompted  the  basin  states  to  call  for  preparation  of  a  "report  to 
Congress"  on  the  EMP.  Specifically,  the  1986  authorizing  legislation  directs  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  submit  a  report  to  Congress  prior  to  the  end  of  the  authorization  period.  That  report 
is  to  evaluate  the  program's  strengths  and  weaknesses  and  include  recommendations  regarding 
whether  the  EMP  should  be  terminated  or  continued  and  how  it  might  be  modified.  While  the 
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EMP  authorization  does  not  expire  for  another  six  years,  in  the  states'  view  such  a  report  would 
be  particularly  useful  now.  We  have  learned  a  great  deal  in  the  past  ten  years  and  we  should 
utilize  that  experience  to  shape  improved  strategies  for  environmental  restoration  on  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River.  The  states  have  requested  that  the  Corps  use  a  portion  of  the  EMP  funding 
over  the  next  two  years  to  conduct  the  necessary  program  evaluations  and  work  with  the  other 
EMP  partners  to  formulate  a  report  to  Congress  which  not  only  satisfies  the  requirements  of  the 
law,  but  which  would  serve  as  the  foundation  for  future  changes  to  the  EMP. 

In  closing,  we  urge  this  subconuninee  to  reaffirm  its  support  for  the  EMP  by  providing  the 
fuU  authorized  funding  of  $19,455  million  in  FY  1996. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  understanding  of  some  of  the 
problems  we  face  here.  Thank  you  for  your  statement,  Ms. 
Stoerker,  Steve. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Brown  follows:] 
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M  rch  20.  1<)95 

Tl  !  Honorable  John  T  Myers,  Chair 

En  !rgy  Hnd  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

H<  use  Appfopriationt!  Committee 

23  >2  Rayburn  House  Oflice  Building 

W  shington.  D.C    20515 


Dc  ir  Congressman  Myers; 

At  ached  is  testimony  which  I  have  prepared  in  support  of  appropriations  for  the  Upper 
Mi  isissippi  River  System  Environnicnlfli  Management  Program  and  the  Missouri  River 
Sy  torn  MitijiRiion  Project.  I  would  ask  that  my  testimony  be  entered  into  the  hearing 
rcc  3rd. 

W<  support  the  Administration's  ftmding  request  for  both  of  these  projects    They 
rep  ■e.«;ent  critical  actions  necessary  to  prevent  the  continued  degradation  of  two  of  the 
mo  (t  importiini  national  river  systems    While  I  was  not  able  to  travel  to  Washington  to 
pre  !enl  icsiiniony  in  person  this  year,  I  greatly  appreciate  your  favorable  consideration  of 
the  funding  fot  these  projects. 


Coordinator 
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Statenienl  of  J.  Edwurd  Drown,  StRtc  Wnler  CoordlnHlor 

on  Hfhnlf  ofthe  Iowa  Depni-lment  orNHdiml  Resources 

on  FY  1996  Energy  8nd  Water  Development  Approprialions 

MRrch  27, 1995 


PI  :OJECT:  Upper  IVf  isiisslppi  River  System  Environmental  Mnnngement  Program, 


lA,  MO.  MN,  Wl. 


Bi  dget  Re<|iic$t:  SI  9.455  million 

Tl  c  Upper  Missifsippi  River  Syilcm  Environmental  Managcmeni  Program  or 

"I  MP"  was  authorised  in  the  1986  Water  Resources  Development  Act  with  the  two 

m;  jor  elements.  The  flrtt  is  the  Long  Term  Resource  Monitoring  Program  designed 

Require  and  maii^taln  information  about  the  health  of  the  river  system.  The 
sei  ond  element  is  the  Habitat  Restoration  and  Enhancement  Program  which  Is 
de  igned  to  ensure  that  threatened  habitat  is  protected  and  areas  that  have  become 
dy  ifunctional  due  to  sedimentation  can  be  returned  to  productive  value  to  (IMi  and 
wi  dlifr.  Ilolh  of  these  activities  are  an  essrnlial  component  of  the  maintenance  of  n 
he  ilthy  multi-purpO!ie  river  system. 

Tl  t  habitat  projects  are  designed  to  provide  a  mix  offish  and  wildlife  benefits 
th  ough  the  use  of  common  constniction  techniques  such  as  dredging,  levee  creation 
I  installAiion  of  Water  control  structures.  The  purpose  of  these  projects  includes 
de  pening  of  areas  to  provide  wintering-over  opportunities  as  well  as  quiet  areas  for 
spi  wning  and  rearing  of  flsh.  Sediment  control,  oxygenation  of  water  and  access  to 
ari  a.<s  that  have  silted  in  are  examples  of  other  project  objectives.  Wildlife  benefits 
oci  ur  with  the  creation  of  more  diverse  terrestrial  habitat,  restoration  of  wetland 
ar(  as,  and  the  regulation  of  water  levels  lo  control  (he  vegetation  growth  in  ways 
wl  Ich  maxlinir.e^  the  value  of  the  site  as  a  food  source  for  migratory  birds. 

Th  »e  projects  and  ttie  cooperative  efTort  of  the  basin  states,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
an  I  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  done  much  to  improve  the  prospects  for  the 
fut  ire  capaliilily  of  the  Mississippi  River  to  fulfill  its  many  roles.    With  numerous 
pr(  Jects  costing  from  about  $200,000  to  approximately  $6  million,  the  participants 
ha  c  worked  through  many  policy  questions  and  streamlined  the  process  leading  lo 
eoi  ipleted  projects.  So  far  in  the  program,  seventeen  projects  have  been  completed, 
an  I  another  ten  projects  are  underway.  The  Brown's  Lake  project  in  Iowa  provides 
am  f)lc  evidence  of  ilic  bcnents  of  the  restoralion  work.  The  project  involves  a  levee 
an    water  control  structure  to  diverl  sediment  laden  water  from  the  area  while  n 
do<  per  channel  and  lake  area  are  provided  with  higher  oxygen  levels  when  water  is 
di^  rrted  into  the  project  area.  Turbidity  levels  have  been  reduced,  and  radio- 
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(n  (ged  fish  liavc  bton  found  using  this  as  an  ovcr-wiiitcring  nrcn— one  or  the  niRiii 
ol  j(i<livet  of  the  project.  Throughout  (he  Upper  Mississippi  River  nnsin  (here  nre 
si  lilHr  stories  or  improvement.  This  program  Is  truly  the  operation  and 
ni  lintenance  for  the  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  river. 

E(  ually  Important  Is  the  Long  Term  Resource  Monitoring  Program.  Since  the  start 
of  (his  monitoring  effort  i(  took  patience  to  await  (he  real  rewards  of  this  program. 
Ni  w  that  several  yejirs  ofdala  have  been  accumulated,  information  (hat  Is  helpful  to 
m  inagers  to  understand  wha(  is  going  on  in  (he  river  and  to  help  Ihcni  make 
d<  visions  Is  available.  Tlie  value  of  this  monitoring  is  evidenced  by  the  ex(cn(  to 
wl  icb  (his  liody  of  icicntinc  information  was  relied  upon  by  the  Adminis(ra(ion's 
Sr  cntific  Assessmeril  and  Strategy  Team  in  evaluating  post  1993  llood  issues.  Tlie 
cu  rem  Corps  of  Eilgineers'  Dpper  Mississippl-niinois  Walerway  Navigadon  Study 
ha  I  a  substantial  number  of  environmental  studies  lha(  have  been  buil(  upon  (he 
ca  (abilities  of  (he  KMP's  Environmen(al  Management  Technical  Center  in 
Lf  Oosse,  Wiironsin,  Their  sophisticated  capability  to  evaluate  and  Incorporale 
da  a  In  a  Gcngraphic  Information  System  (GIS)  approach  adds  further  value  to 
th<  ir  ronlrlliution  10  knowledge  on  the  Mississippi  River. 

Al  of  these  activKlcS  work  together  In  a  synergistic  sort  of  way  that  results  in  not 
on  y  co-dependence,  but  also  maintains  a  framework  of  communicadon  and 
co<  rdinaliou  that  is  perhaps  the  most  valuable  asset  that  has  resulted  from  (he 
CO  ibtned  lnvolvemen(  of  the  stale  and  federal  partners  on  (he  river. 


PU  [)JKCI :  Missouri  River  Mitigation,  MO,  KS,  lA.  and  NE. 
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dgei  Request:  $5.7  Million. 


Th  t  project  which  was  authorized  In  the  1986  Water  Resources  Development  Act  is 
inl  nded  to  provide  a  small  measure  of  mitigation  for  the  losses  offish  and  wildlife 
hal  i(a(  that  were  identified  to  have  resul(e<l  from  (he  Missouri  River  Bank 
$(«  bllization  and  Navigation  Project. 

Wl  He  the  navigation  project  eliminated  a  wealth  of  habitat  since  its  complclion 
dec  ides  ago,  the  implications  for  the  river  are  even  clearer  today  than  ever  as 
sev  iral  species  offish  and  wildlife  in  the  basin  have  achieved  the  status  of 
en<  angered  species  and  others  may  well  be  added.  Over  the  past  five  years  the 
Co  ps  of  RfiKinecrs  conducted  a  study  of  the  Master  Manual  that  governs  how  the 
Mi  sotiri  River  System  Is  operated  to  serve  all  of  the  economic  and  other  interests  in 
the  basin.  The  study  has  had  a  dimcull  lime  finding  acceptance  because  the  selected 
alt(  rnalive  Cannot  satisfy  the  needs  of  current  users.    Efforts  to  enhance  benefits  for 
fisUand  wildlife  include  a  call  for  Increased  (low  in  (he  spring  (o  encourage 
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S(  nwning  liy  mimicking  r  itfltiirnl  river.  This  proposal  Iihs  (lie  polcntial  for  crcAfing 
»(  fpre  flooding  prohlrmit  in  (he  lower  baitin  while  the  disclinrge  ofextrn  water 
w  >iild  require  the  sliorlcning  of  (he  length  or  the  nnvlgation  season.  With  the  losses 
(0  nnvigatlni)  over  (he  drought  in  the  basiit  in  the  late  1980's,  navigation  is  alread)' 
d(  pressed.  Ftirthef  limits  on  its  use  would  likely  drive  it  away.  The  result  is  the  loss 
o(  an  alteriiadve  ni(ans  or(rRnsporta(ion  (o  gel  commodities  to  export  markets. 
O  .-erall,  this  was  not  a  good  solution  for  agricultural  interests,  and  (hey  responded 
w  (h  a  vcnpeancc  by  packing  hearing  rooms  to  testify  In  opposition  to  (he  Corps' 
al  ernative. 

K  ual  (o  agrlcuKural  concerns,  (he  impac($  of  the  Hood  control  and  navigation 

piojec(  on  fish  and  wildlire  have  been  devastating.  From  an  economic  standpoint, 

M  IssisslppI  Klver  recreation  in  the  upper  basin  is  an  over  one  billion  a  year 

ei  terprisc.  Recreation  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  Missouri  basin  could  be  greatly 

in  proved  If  the  abundance  of  llsh  and  wildlife  were  to  return  even  in  some  limited 

w  ly.  The  creation  of  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  holds  a  great  deal  of  promise  for 

re  Koring  (bo  lower  river  so  (ha(  i(  can  suppor(  endangered  species.  Habitat 

d(  vclopmeiit  provides  bencHts  for  fish  wKliout  (he  problems  associa(c<i  with 

pi  Dvlding  flows  which  simulate  a  nadiral  river  in  a  system  (hat  is  about  as 

ui  iiadiral  lis  any  in  (he  world.  This  proJcc(  then  becomes  doubly  impor(an(  (o  the 

b<  sill  and  (o  the  nation  (o  (he  ex(en(  (ha(  l(  is  a  par(  of  (he  solulion  (o  (he  problem  of 

CO  iflirl  between  economic  and  ecological  values. 
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Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
VALLEY  PARK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT,  MISSOURI 
WITNESSES 
JOSEPH  W.  HARRINGTON,  MAYOR,  VAIXEY  PARK,  MISSOURI 
GARY  ADAMS,  ALDERMAN,  WARD  1 
JACK  HORAS,  CITY  ATTORNEY 
LEON  McKINNEY,  CONSULTANT 

Mr.  Myers.  The  Honorable  Joe  Harrington,  Mayor  of  the  City  of 
Valley  Park,  Missouri.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in 
the  record.  You  may  summarize  or  proceed  as  you  like  for  the  next 
five  minutes. 

Mr.  Harrington.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  in- 
troduce our  City  Attorney,  Mr.  Jack  Horas;  the  Alderman  for  the 
First  Ward,  Gary  Adams;  and  our  Consultant,  Lee  McKinney,  with 
whom  you  are  familiar. 

Mr.  Myers.  Pleased  to  have  you  all. 

Mr.  Harrington.  We  are  also  looking  forward  to  your  visit  with 
Mr.  Bevill  on  April  20th. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  look  at  what  you  have  left. 

Mr.  Harrington.  We  are  rebuilding. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  Members  of  the  subcommittee, 
it  is  a  great  honor  for  me  to  be  here  for  the  first  time  and  as  Mayor 
of  Valley  Park,  speak  for  all  the  citizens  of  our  community.  Just 
two  weeks  ago,  the  Meramec  River  was  above  flood  stage  once 
again.  Fortunately,  the  damages  were  not  nearly  as  severe  as  they 
have  been  in  the  floods  of  1993  and  1994.  But  then,  the  high  water 
season  is  just  beginning  in  our  part  of  the  country.  Thanks  to  you 
and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  our  flood  protection  project  is  ac- 
tually under  construction;  as  the  project  goes  up,  so  do  the  hopes 
and  aspirations  of  our  townspeople. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  administration  has  requested  no 
additional  funds  for  fiscal  year  1996,  and  has  programmed  a  carry- 
over of  $2,915,000  into  the  new  fiscal  year.  We  support  this  action. 
We  are  working  diligently  with  the  Corps,  various  utilities  and  the 
county  to  provide  all  the  required  rights-of-way  and  relocations. 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  your  fine  stafi".  We  hope  that  you  will 
be  as  generous  and  supportive  of  our  community  in  the  future  as 
you  have  been  in  the  past.  We  are  all  looking  forward  to  the  days 
when  Valley  Park  will  no  longer  be  an  annual  news  item  because 
of  the  flooding  in  the  streets,  the  homes,  the  businesses  and  the 
schools. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  we  are  very 
grateful  to  you  for  your  support,  and  I  thank  you  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  be  here  today. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Harrington  follows:] 
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CITY  OF  VALLEY  PARK 


MARGUERrTE  WILBU 
DELLA  MOON 


PAUL  F    YOUNG 


DAVID  W    BROWN 


PAUL  LANDWEHR 


tat  JACK  HOHAS 

UMBBiL'*'^^  CHARLES  L    FORD 


March  22,  1995 

Congressman  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515-6015 

Re:  Testimony  Before  the  House  of  Representatives  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  members  of  this  Subcommittee,  it  is  a  great  honor 
for  me  to  be  here  for  the  first  time  as  Mayor  of  Valley  Park,  Missouri,  speaking  for  ail 
of  the  citizens  of  our  community.  .Just  two  weeks  ago,  the  Meramec  River  was  above 
flood  stage  once  again.    Fortunately  the  damages  were  not  nearly  as  severe  as  the 
floods  of  1993  and  1994.    But  then,  the  high  water  season  is  just  beginning  in  our 
part  of  the  country. 

Thanks  to  you  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  our  flood   protection  project  is 
actually  under  construction,  as  the  project  goes  up,  so  do  the  hopes  and  aspirations 
of  our  townspeople.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Administration  has  requested  no 
additional  funds  for  Fiscal  Year  1996,  and  has  programmed  a  carryover  of 
$  2,915,000  into  the  new  fiscal  year,  we  support  this  action.  We  are  working 
diligently  with  the  Corps,  various  utilities  and  the  County  to  provide  all  required 
rights-of-way  and  relocation's. 


I  want  to  thank  you  and  your  fine  staff,  we  hope  that  you  will  be  as  generous  and 
supportive  of  our  community  in  the  future  as  you  have  been  in  the  past  We  are  all 
looking  forward  to  the  day  when  Valley  Park  will  no  longer  be  an  annual  news  item 
because  of  flooding  in  the  streets,  homes  businesses  and  schools  in  our  town. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  we  are  very  grateful  to  you  and 
your  support  and  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today. 


;pectfully  submitted, 


Mayor 
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CITY  OF  VALLEY  PARK 


MAHGUERITE  WILBUHN 


Hfe  JACKHOflAS 

^  CityAnorner 

-•^  CHARLES  L    FOHD 


PAUt  LANDWEHH 


March  20,  1995 

Testimony  of  Gary  L.  Adams,  Alderman  Ward  I,  City  of  Valley  Park,  Missouri 

Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  pleased  to  be  able  to  have  this  opportunity  to  submit  a  fourth 
written  testimony  on  the  Valley  Park  flood  control  project  97-128. 
I  am  writing  in  order  to  save  your  committee  valuable  time  on  such 
an  important  project. 

In  the  past  we  submitted  letters  to  the  United  States  Congress  and  Senate 
supporting  this  project  and  we  spoke  of  the  1982  and  1983  flood  which  tore 
our  small  southwest  St.  Louis  county  town  apart.   Since  that  time  this 
same  little  St.  Louis  county  town  known  as  Valley  Park  has  picked  itself 
up  and  is  ready  to  meet  the  needs  of  its  strong  and  tenacious  citizens. 

1993  was  a  landmark  for  the  City  of  Valley  Park;  construction  of  the 
closure  structures  began  in  August  of  1993,  and  completed,  properties 
have  been  acquired,  all  local  agreements  are  in  place,  and  growth  within 
the  community  is  on  the  move. 

We  urge  for  the  continued  support  of  the  House  and  Senate  on  Project  97-128, 
as  this  project  will  help  create  jobs,  which  are  needed  in  todays  economy, 
as  well  as  protect  lives  and  property  in  Valley  Park.   Keep  in  mind  that 
this  project  is  a  win  win  project  for  everyone. 

Please  help  us  continue  to  help  ourselves  by  supporting  this  project  at 
your  level.   Help  make  this  small  Southwest  St.  Louis  County  community 
strong  and  self  supporting  again.   The  citizens  of  Valley  Park,  Missouri, 
as  well  as  myself,  would  appreciate  anything  you  and  your  committee  can  do 
to  continue  the  funding  of  Project  97-128. 


Respectfully  Submitted, 


Gary  L.  Adams 

Alderman,  Ward  I 

City  of  Valley  Park,  Mo.   63088 

(314)  225-8121 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mayor.  I  hope  we  won't  have  high  water 
when  we  are  out  there.  But  we  all  know  what  high  water  is. 

Mr.  Harrington.  We  definitely  hope  there  is  no  high  water. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  all  familiar  with  that. 

Mr.  Harrington.  We  had  a  bit  of  a  scare,  but  it  didn't  quite  get 
out  of  the  banks. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  hope  it  doesn't  get  out  this  year  again.  Thank 
you. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 

COLORADO  RIVER  SALINITY  CONTROL  PROJECT  AND 
CVP  RESTORATION  ACT 

WITNESSES 

BRAD  HILTSCHER,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTATIVE,  METROPOLITAN 

WATER  DISTRICT  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 
SUSAN  WALKER 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  recognize  Mr.  Hiltscher,  Legisla- 
tive Representative  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern 
California.  Good  to  have  you. 

Mr.  Hiltscher.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Hiltscher.  Thank  you  very  much.  It  is  an  honor  to  appear 
before  you. 

I  will  be  very  brief  and  absolutely  keep  it  under  the  five  minutes, 
if  I  may  take  this  opportunity  not  only  to  introduce  myself  as  a 
newcomer  to  Washington,  representing  the  Nation's  largest  water 
utility,  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  California,  also 
known  as  MWD. 

MWD,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  charged  with  quite  a  vital  responsibility 
for  providing  a  supplemental  water  supply  to  some  16  million  CaH- 
fornians,  many  of  whom  are  business  owners,  farmers  and  home- 
owners. It  is  with  an  infrastructure  that  local  constituents  have  in- 
vested billions  of  dollars  to  maintain,  much  of  which  depends  on 
the  water  quality,  as  well  as  the  good  management  of  the  Colorado 
River  system  which,  as  you  know,  runs  through  seven  States,  in- 
cluding California. 

Metropolitan  is  committed  to  ensuring  a  reliable  water  supply 
through  our  imports  of  the  Colorado  River  through  an  aqueduct 
which  runs  hundreds  of  miles  through  deserts  and  mountains.  We 
are  also  continuing  a  multibillion-dollar  capital  improvement  pro- 
gram which  is  currently  creating  thousands  of  jobs  in  the  private 
sector,  which  of  course  we  remain  committed  to  as  well. 

In  our  written  remarks  we  are  addressing  a  variety  of  requests 
that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  funding  for  programs  such  as 
the  Water  Conservation  Challenge  Partnership,  which  I  believe 
this  year  is  coming  in  at  about  $9  million;  the  Science  and  Tech- 
nology Research  programs  at  $8.3  million;  the  Water  Reclamation 
and  Reuse  Project,  which  is  an  outstanding  program  to  create  in- 
centives at  the  local  level  to  reuse  water,  to  stretch  existing  water 
supplies  farther;  and,  of  course,  the  Central  Valley  Restoration 
Fund,  which  will  make  the  Bay-Delta  agreement  a  much  more 
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practical  implementation.  And  then,  finally,  I  would  like  to  spend 
just  a  moment  focusing  on  the  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  pro- 
gram. 

Right  now,  the  Salinity  Control  Forum,  the  agency  that  is  orga- 
nizing the  policy  of  all  seven  States  with  regard  to  maintaining  the 
water  quality  levels  in  the  Colorado  River,  has  recommended  a 
funding  level  of  $18.6  million  for  fiscal  1996.  This  is  a  unanimously 
popular  program  among  all  seven  States,  because  it  promotes  vol- 
untary incentives  for  soil  conservation  and  prevention  of  leaching, 
reduction  of  salts  in  the  water,  and  we  worked  full  funding  of  this 
program  because  already  this  year  we  are  beginning  to  see  the  im- 
pairment of  many  of  our  local  agencies'  ability  to  reclaim  water  for 
reuse  because  the  salinity  level  is  getting  beyond  a  certain  point. 
This  program  is  an  outstanding  opportunity  to  prevent  that  and 
stretch  the  use  of  the  Colorado  River  farther  for  this  time  and  well 
into  the  future. 

So,  in  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  written  testimony  supports 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  1996  budget  requests  and  urges  full 
funding  of  all  five  of  those  programs,  including  salinity  control  in 
the  Colorado  River.  I  greatly  thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hiltscher  follows:] 
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BEFORE  THE  UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRUTIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

TESTIMONY 

OF 

THE  METROPOLITAN  WATER  DISTRICT  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 

MARCH  22,  1995 


CHAIRMAN  MYERS  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  regarding  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation's 
(Reclamation)  proposed  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1996  budget.  My  name  is  Brad  Hiltscher  and  I  am  here 
on  behalf  of  John  R.  Wodraska,  General  Manager  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern 
California.  I  will  shorten  that  to  MWD  throughout  my  testimony,  but  allow  me  to  briefly  define 
the  mission  and  significance  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District. 

MWD  is  a  public  agency  created  by  the  California  State  Legislature  in  1928  to  meet 
supplemental  water  demands  of  those  people  living  in  a  six-county  region  of  southern  California. 
Today,  the  region  served  by  MWD  includes  1 6  million  people  living  on  the  coastal  plain  fi-om  the 
Mexican  border  to  a  point  about  20  miles  north  of  Los  Angeles  County.  It  is  an  area  larger  than 
the  State  of  Connecticut  and,  if  it  were  a  separate  nation,  would  rank  in  the  top  ten  economies  of 
the  world. 

Included  in  our  region  are  more  than  225  cities  and  unincorporated  areas  in  the  counties  of 
Los  Angeles,  Orange,  San  Diego,  Riverside,  San  Bernardino,  and  Ventura    We  provide  more 
than  half  the  water  consumed  in  our  5200-square-mile  service  area. 

The  replacement  value  of  our  current  physical  assets,  including  the  Colorado  River 
Aqueduct,  15  hydroelectric  plants,  five  filtration  plants,  five  pumping  plants,  14  water  storage 
reservoirs,  and  related  facilities  is  approximately  $10  2  billion    In  addition,  we  are  currently 
engaged  in  completing  a  major  capital  improvement  program  at  a  cost  of  about  $5  billion  which 
includes  the  largest  earth-filled  dam  project  in  the  United  States  at  a  cost  of  nearly  $2  billion. 


Introduction 

MWD  is  encouraged  by  Reclamation's  continued  commitment  to  enhanced  water 
resources  management  which  is  reflected  in  its  FY  1996  budget  request    In  particular,  we  support 
Reclamation's  efforts  to  place  more  emphasis  on  enhancing  and  protecting  the  environment,  and 
stretching  existing  water  resources  through  water  reclamation,  reuse,  voluntary  water  transfers, 
and  conservation.   It  is  critical  for  Congress  to  provide  Reclamation  with  the  funding  necessary  to 
successfully  carry  out  its  commitment  to  efficient  water  resources  management. 

NfWD's  testimony  addresses  the  importance  of  funding  for  water  conservation  challenge 
partnerships,  science  and  technology  research  activities,  water  reclamation  and  reuse  projects,  the 
Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund,  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Program,  and 
seawater  desalination  projects 

Water  Conservation  Challenge  Partnerships 

Developing  equitable  solutions  to  balance  urban,  agricultural,  and  environmental  water 
needs  is  perhaps  the  most  critical  issue  facing  the  West  today.    Stretching  available  water  supplies 
to  fit  competing  needs  has  been  particularly  difficult  in  southern  California.  Thus,  MWD  is 
supportive  of  and  grateful  for  Reclamation's  pronounced  and  demonstrated  commitment  to  water 
conservation  and  responsible  water  resources  management. 

This  philosophical  commitment  to  water  conservation  has  clearly  been  reflected  in 
Reclamation's  budget.   In  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995,  MWD,  on  behalf  of  its  27  Member 
Agencies  and  the  numerous  subagencies  and  water  districts  they  serve,  qualified  for  matching 
incentive  grants  of  $3.65  million  to  encourage  water  conservation  through  residential, 
commercial/industrial,  and  landscape  projects.  This  fianding  has  been  used  to  support  water 
conservation  programs  that  include  technologically-innovative  applications  and  that  facilitate  jobs 
creation  and  community  support  as  additional  tangible  benefits.  A  total  of  34  projects  have  been 
funded  in  MWD's  service  area,  saving  an  estimated  15,500  acre-feet  annually.  Many  of  these 
projects  will  focus  on  testing  new  technologies  and  marketing  strategies.  These  matching 
incentive  grants  have  significantly  enhanced  the  ability  of  southern  California  water  agencies  to 
initiate  water  conservation  programs,  as  most  of  the  34  projects  are  currently  being  implemented 
in  conjunction  with  agencies  that  were  previously  unable  to  conduct  water  conservation  programs 
due  to  fijnding  constraints 

In  Reclamation's  FY  1996  budget,  $9  million  is  requested  for  the  "Water  Conservation 
Challenge  Partnerships":    projects  which  will  focus  throughout  the  West  on  urban  water 
conservation  initiatives  which  are  genuinely  innovative  and  transferable  and  which  include 
cooperative  partnerships  among  water  users  and  other  interested  parties.  These  grants  will  be 
made  available  to  water  agencies  and  utilities  throughout  Reclamation's  territory  in  a  unique 
partnership  with  the  Western  Urban  Water  Coalition,  and  will  provide  a  critical  jump-start  to 
innovative,  non-traditional  conservation  programs  in  the  region.  We  strongly  urge  your  approval 
of  this  program 
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Science  and  Technology 

Because  of  its  unique  leadership  role.  Reclamation  is  in  an  excellent  position  to  galvanize 
research  and  development  in  the  areas  of  water  resources  management.    In  Reclamation's  FY 
1996  budget,  $8.3  million  has  been  targeted  for  research  in  energy  and  water  product  efficiency 
standards,  groundwater  recharge  demonstration  programs,  improved  river  basin  management 
control  systems,  technology  advancement,  watershed  modeling  systems,  and  water  treatment 
technology    These  activities  cannot  easily  be  undertaken  by  the  average  urban  water  supplier,  and 
thus  the  ability  of  Reclamation  to  provide  incentives  for  meaningful  research  in  these  important 
areas  is  valuable. 

Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse 

Southern  California  has  been  fortunate  to  have  received  Reclamation  support  in  past  fiscal 
years  for  a  number  of  water  supply  projects    The  Los  Angeles  Area  Water  Reclamation  and 
Reuse  Project,  the  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program,  and  the  San  Gabriel  Basin 
Project  all  provide  treatment  and  delivery  systems  for  reclaiming  and  reusing  wastewater  for 
various  uses.  Further  development  of  water  reclamation  projects  in  southern  California  is  critical 
to  the  future  water  supply  reliability  for  the  region.  A  total  of  $  23. 1  million  is  earmarked  in  FY 
1996  for  continued  Reclamation  participation.  On  behalf  of  its  Member  Agencies,  MWD  urges 
you  to  support  continued  funding  for  these  projects. 

The  Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund 

MWD  commends  Reclamation  for  its  key  role  in  the  negotiations  leading  to  the  historic 
December  1 994  Accord  on  environmental  protections  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay-Sacramento/San 
Joaquin  Delta  (Bay-Delta).  Much  of  Reclamation's  actions  to  implement  the  Central  Valley 
Project  Improvement  Act  (CVPIA)  will  contribute  directly  toward  the  goals  of  the  Accord.  In 
particular,  the  Restoration  Fund  (financed  through  collections  from  Central  Valley  Project  (CVP) 
water  users  and  others)  is  dedicated  to  habitat  improvements  in  the  Bay-Delta  watershed  through 
a  variety  of  programs. 

During  the  past  year,  MWD  and  others  formed  the  Restoration  Fund  Roundtable,  a 
consortium  of  diverse  "stakeholders,"  including  agricultural,  environmental,  urban,  business,  and 
other  interests.  The  Roundtable  has  been  monitoring  implementation  of  the  Restoration  Fund  and 
has  written  letters  to  Governor  Pete  Wilson  and  to  Reclamation's  Regional  Director  Roger 
Patterson  regarding  various  Restoration  Fund  issues. 

One  issue  of  concern  to  Commissioner  Beard  and  the  Roundtable  is  state  cost-sharing 
under  the  CVPIA,  particularly  the  25%  state  share  for  the  Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device 
(Shasta  TCD).  Currently,  Reclamation  plans  to  use  $1 1.3  million  from  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund 
in  FY  1996  to  continue  financing  the  federal  share  of  the  Shasta  TCD.  However,  as 
Commissioner  Beard  stated  in  his  March  1,  1995  testimony  before  this  Subcommittee,  if  the  State 
of  California  cannot  commit  by  March  31,  1995  to  providing  an  adequate  contribution  toward 
Shasta  TCD  for  FY  1996,  Reclamation's  budget  may  need  to  be  revised  to  ensure  construction  of 


the  Shasta  TCD  on  schedule    As  a  result,  significantly  less  of  the  $43.6  million  requested  from 
the  Fund  for  FY  1996  would  be  available  for  vital  habitat  restoration,  land  and  water  acquisitions, 
and  structural  improvements. 

Through  the  Restoration  Fund  Roundtable,  MWD  is  working  with  the  State  to  develop 
means  for  providing  the  State  share  of  CVPIA  programs    State  Senator  Jim  Costa  has  introduced 
a  bill  which  would,  as  currently  drafted,  place  a  bond  issue  before  voters  in  1996,  a  portion  of 
which  would  meet  the  State's  share  of  CVPIA  costs.  MWD  and  the  Roundtable  will  be 
monitoring  this  legislation  and  other  proposals  for  meeting  the  State's  obligations. 

As  part  of  the  December  Accord  on  Bay-Delta  protections,  California  water  users  agreed 
to  provide  at  least  $10  million  annually  for  so-called  "Category  IIF'  habitat  improvements,  such  as 
screening  unscreened  water  diversions,  wetland  and  riverine  habitat  restoration,  and  others.  The 
planning  and  implementation  of  these  programs  is  occurring  at  an  accelerated  rate,  with  specific 
projects  currently  under  consideration  by  a  broad-based  group  of  interests 

In  order  to  facilitate  key  habitat  improvements  in  the  Bay-Delta,  the  water  users  are 
assessing  options  for  combining  their  resources  with  those  of  agencies  implementing  the  CVPIA. 
For  example,  the  CVPIA  provides  for  50%  federal  financing  through  the  Restoration  Fund  for 
fish  screening  projects.  The  water  users  are  assessing  the  feasibility  of  entering  into  cooperative 
agreements  with  federal  CVPIA-impIementing  agencies  and  other  interested  parties  to  share  the 
costs  of  important  fish  screening  projects.  This  one  example  illustrates  the  importance  of  the 
Restoration  Fund  in  implementing  the  principles  of  the  December  1994  Bay-Delta  Accord. 
Approval  of  Reclamation's  budget  request  for  CVP  Restoration  Fund  moneys  will  ensure 
Reclamation's  continued  participation  in  critically  needed  habitat  improvements  for  the  Bay-Delta. 

Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 

The  Colorado  River  is  one  of  MWD's  two  sources  of  imported  water,  and  it  is  currently 
MWD's  most  reliable  source  of  imported  water  supply    As  a  result,  we  are  concerned  with 
maintaining  the  quality  of  this  vital  source  of  water  supply.  MWD  urges  your  support  for 
adequate  federal  funding  for  Reclamation's  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Program 
(Program).  This  Program  was  authorized  by  Congress  under  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity 
Control  Act  and  the  Clean  Water  Act 

The  President's  proposed  FY  1996  budget  provides  funding  of  $13  7  million  for 
Reclamation's  Program.  Both  the  Colorado  River  Board  of  California  and  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum,  the  interstate  organization  responsible  for  coordinating  the  Basin 
states'  salinity  control  efforts,  have  recommended  that  an  additional  $4.9  million  be  appropriated. 
Total  Reclamation  funding  of  $18  6  million  is  required  (97  percent  of  the  total  for  construction 
and  3  percent  for  general  investigation)  to  meet  the  salinity  control  activities  schedule.  This 
funding  is  necessary  to  maintain  the  water  quality  standards  adopted  by  the  seven  Colorado  River 
Basin  states  and  approved  by  the  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency    These  Reclamation 
funds  could  be  utilized  for  the  improvement  of  the  lateral  canal  system  in  the  Grand  Valley  of 
Colorado,  testing  constructed  facilities  to  dispose  of  salt  brines  in  the  Paradox  Valley  of 
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Colorado,  and  for  construction  in  the  Lower  Gunnison  area  of  Colorado  so  that  canals  can  be 
lined.  In  addition,  these  funds  could  be  employed  for  implementation  of  new  salinity  control 
measures  and  further  analysis  of  salinity  control  opportunities 

MWD  concurs  with  the  recommended  increased  funding  level  of  $18  6  million  for 
Reclamation's  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  projects,  and  we  urge  your  support  for 
Reclamation  funding  levels  that  will  ensure  adequate  operation  and  maintenance  of  constructed 
salinity  control  facilities. 

Seawater  Desalination 

MWD  is  actively  involved  in  the  development  of  the  next  generation  of  seawater 
desalination  technology  in  order  to  provide  an  additional  supplemental  source  of  water  in  the  next 
century.    MWD  and  local  water  agencies  are  now  engaged  in  seawater  desalination 
demonstration  projects  to  evaluate  the  performance  of  seawater  desalting  technologies  and  ways 
to  reduce  costs.  The  potential  benefits  of  desalting  seawater  include  generating  a  new  source  of 
highly  pure  supplemental  water  that  is  not  subject  to  droughts  or  earthquakes.  It  is  important  that 
Reclamation  participate  in  the  development  of  the  next  generation  of  seawater  desalting 
technology  that  will  provide  jobs,  promote  economic  growth,  protect  the  environment,  and  create 
U.S.  competitive  technologies  in  the  international  market.  MWD  urges  you  to  provide 
Reclamation  with  funds  to  support  this  technology  of  the  future. 

Conclusion 

MWD  appreciates  Reclamation's  commitment  to  efficient  water  resources  management 
reflected  in  its  FY  1996  budget  request,  especially  given  the  administrative  streamlining  which  is 
necessary  during  this  time  of  fiscal  constraint.  Reclamation  programs  which  will  help  to  stretch 
existing  water  resources,  such  as  the  Water  Conservation  Challenge  Partnerships  and  water 
reclamation  and  reuse  projects  for  southern  California  agencies,  are  critical  for  regional  water 
supply  reliability,  and  we  urge  your  full  support.  Likewise,  we  encourage  your  support  for 
Reclamation's  participation  in  seawater  desalination  demonstration  projects.  MWD  also  urges 
your  support  for  Reclamation  funding  levels  for  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  projects 
that  will  ensure  protection  of  water  quality  for  this  important  source  of  water  supply.  Finally,  we 
strongly  recommend  your  full  support  for  Reclamation's  budget  request  for  the  CVP  Restoration 
Fund  in  order  to  ensure  the  implementation  of  critically  needed  habitat  improvements  for  the  Bay- 
Delta. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  this  statement.  This  committee  is  very 
familiar  with  the  salinity  problem.  We  have  been  dealing  with  it 
for  many  years.  Chairman  Bevill  and  I — I  still  call  him  Chair- 
man— maybe  I  will  have  to  call  him  Cochairman — anyway,  we  are 
familiar  with  it. 

How  much  lead  time  and  how  far  out  are  you  planning  for  future 
needs,  10,  15,  20  years  from  now? 

Mr.  HiLTSCHER.  There  are  actually  a  variety  of  components  to 
that.  In  many  ways,  we  are  looking  at  Colorado  River  planning  in 
excess  of  50-year  needs.  Right  now,  we  are  negotiating  with  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Department  of  Interior,  to  advance  the 
funding  for  the  lining  of  the  All  American  Canal  as  an  example 
which  will  save  some  60,000  acre-feet  annually. 

But  the  arrangement  we  are  trying  to  work  out  is  for  a  perpetual 
55-year  program  to  make  that  possible,  so  that  the  water  is  made 
available  out  of  the  system,  so  that  we  are  able  to  bank  it  on  the 
Colorado  River  system  upstream  at  Lake  Mead. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  feel  comfortable  that  you  are  going  to  have 
the  municipal  and  industrial  water  you  will  need  in  the  future? 

Mr.  HiLTSCHER.  We  think  so.  As  long  as  we  are  able  to  maximize 
our  conservation  efforts  on  the  Colorado  River,  which  is  of  course 
our  most  reliable  source,  and  also  address  other  issues  in  the  Cali- 
fornia State  Water  Project. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Brad,  every  time  I  go  out 
and  meet  with  water  groups  in  Southern  California,  I  am  very  im- 
pressed with  what  you  are  doing.  And  I  have  been  meaning  to 
write  a  book  on  what  they  are  doing  on  how  to  save  that  water  and 
how  to  use  it  and  get  the  most  out  of  it,  because  the  whole  country 
is  going  to  need  that  one  of  these  days. 

Mr.  HiLTSCHER.  Chairman  Bevill,  if  I  may  also  call  you  Chair- 
man, I  appreciate  that;  and  we  are  very  committed  not  only  to  pro- 
moting our  own  conservation  program,  but  sharing  that  technology 
with  other  agencies  that  might  be  interested. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  all  do  a  great  job. 

Mr.  HiLTSCHER.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  the  job  you  are  doing. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Cook  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  WAYNE  E.  COOK,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  COMMISSION 

before  the 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

of  the 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

United  States  House  of  Represenatives 

March  28,  1995 

Summary  of  Specific  Action  Requested 

Appropriation  of  fxinds  recommended  by  representatives 
of  the  States  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and  Wyoming  for 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and  participating  projects, 
other  Federal  Reclamation  projects  in  the  Upper  Division  States 
area,  operation  and  maintenance  fionding  and  the  Colorado  River 
Salinity  Control  Program. 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  my  pleasure  to 
provide  brief  testimony  for  this  Subcommittee  on  behalf  of  the  member  States 
of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  in  the  Colorado  River  drainage  with 
respect  to  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  for  Bureau  of  Reclamation  activities  in 
our  member  States'  area.   These  programs  include  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act,  other  Federal  Reclamation  projects,  Operation  and  Maintenance, 
Planning  and  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Program  activities. 

The  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  is  an  interstate  compact  administra- 
tive agency  created  by  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  of  1948.   The 
member  States  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  are:   Colorado,  New 
Mexico,  Utah  and  Wyoming.   Since  its  inception,  the  Commission  has  actively 
participated  in  the  development,  utilization  and  conservation  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

The  Commission's  member  States  have  always  given  strong  support  to  water 
resource  development  and  salinity  control  measures  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.   We  who  are  interested  in  water  resources  development  in  the  Basin 
appreciate  the  opportiinity  to  testify  before  this  Subcommittee  in  support  of 
the  appropriation  of  funds  to  continue  the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and  participating  projects,  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  other  Federal  Reclamation  projects  and  the  features  of  both 
Titles  I  and  II  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Program  in  Fiscal 
Year  1996. 

Representatives  of  each  of  the  Commission's  member  States  will  submit 
detailed  written  testimony  to  this  Subcommittee  in  support  of  specific 
appropriation  requests  that  reflect  the  official  position  of  each  State  with 
respect  to  the  development  of  the  water  resource  and  salinity  control  projects 
and  programs  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin,  and  the  States'  testimony  is 
fully  supported  by  the  Commission. 


Specifically,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  requests  an  appropria- 
tion of  $90,001,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  FY  1996.   This  amount 
includes  a  write-in  request  for  an  additional  $4,895,000  to  be  used  for 
Salinity  Control  features.   Of  the  total  request  of  $90,001,000,  $2,090,000  is 
for  planning  and  intergovernmental  coordination,  $34,765,000  is  for  regular 
construction  activities,  $20,593,000  is  for  operation  and  maintenance  activi- 
ties, and  $32,553,000  is  for  salinity  control  purposes. 

The  Commission  requests  funding  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  for 
Project  Construction  and  other  activities  associated  with  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project,  participating  projects  and  other  Federal  Reclamation  projects 
in  the  Basin  in  the  amount  of  $34,765,000  and  including: 


Project  Construction 


President's  FY  19965 

Budget  Request 

(Thousand  Dollars) 


Animas-La  Plata  Project  4,879,000 

Bonneville  Unit  (CUP)  13,579,000 

Dolores  Project  (non  salinity)  2,415,000 
Subtotal: 


20,873,000 


Rehabilitation  and  Betterment 
Ogden  River  Project 
Weber  Basin  Project 

Subtotal: 


975,000 
2.474.000 


3,449,000 


Drainage  &  Minor  Construction 
Brantley 

Subtotal: 


650,000 


Other  Activity 


CRSP,  Loan  Program: 

Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indians 
(Dolores  Project) 

Subtotal: 


President's  FY  1996 

Budget  Request 
(Thousand  Dollars) 


CRSP,  Endangered  Species 

Recovery  Implementation  Plan 
Recovery  Action  Plan 

Subtotal: 


2,465,000 
3,908,000 


6,373,000 
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CRSP,  Section  8 

Glen  Canyon  Intake  Structures        160,000 

Animas-La  Plata  250,000 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall  Unit  500,000 

Seekskadee  Nat'l  Wildlife 

Refuge  1.010.000 

Subtotal:  1.920,000 

Total  construction:  $3A,765.000 

The  Commission  wishes  to  emphasize  the  $6,175,000  request  for  endangered 
species  fvmding  included  above.  Of  this  amount  $3,908,000  is  specifically  set 
aside  for  activities  associated  with  the  recovery  of  four  endangered  fish 
species  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin.   In  fiscal  year  1993,  specific 
studies  and  actions  were  initiated  in  preparation  for  construction  activities 
necessary  to  recover  the  endangered  species.   Preconstruction  activities 
continued  through  fiscal  year  1995.  The  fiscal  year  1996  funds  requested  will 
enable  vital  activities  to  continue  and  be  successfully  implemented  in 
subsequent  fiscal  years. 

The  Commission  supports  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request 
for  operations  and  maintenance  of  Federal  Reclamation  Projects  within  the 
Upper  Division  States  as  follows: 

President's  FY  1996 
Budget  Request 
(Thousand  Dollars) 
Regular  Appropriations 

Brantley/Carlsbad  1,355,000 

Collbran  756,000 

Dolores  511,000 

Middle  Rio  Grande  8,580,000 

Rio  Grande  2,935,000 

San  Luis  -  Closed  Basin  3,195,000 

Upper  Colorado  Projects  2,336,000 

Miscellaneous  925 . 000 

Total  Operations  and 

Maintenance:  $20,593.000 

The  Commission  recognizes  and  supports  Reclamation's  use  of  CRSP  Power 
Revenues  in  the  amount  of  $29,936,000  for  the  following  purposes: 

CRSP  (Revenue) 

Manpower  facilities  28,099.000 

Miscellaneous  1,837,000 

Total  CRSP  Revenues:  $29,936,000 

The  Commission  also  supports  the  President's  request  for  $44,139,000  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  FY  1996  and  provided  to 
the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  for  use  in  the  completion  of  the 
Central  Utah  Project,  Utah  in  accordance  with  the  Central  Utah  Project 
Completion  Act  (P.L.  102-575). 


Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act  (P.L.  102-575) 
Preconstruction  Activity: 

Bonneville  Unit  17,939,000 

Uintah  Basin  Completion 

Projects  966,000 

Subtotal:  18,905,000 

Fish,  Wildlife,  Recreation,  Mitigation 
&  Conservation: 

Various  Areas  18,988,000 

Federal  Contribution         5,000,000 
DOI  Oversight  1.246,000 

Subtotal:  25,234,000 

Total:  $44.139.000 

The  Commission  also  supports  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget 
request  for  planning  intergovernmental  coordination  and  general  investigations 
as  follows: 

President's  FY  1996 
Budget  Request 
(Thousand  Dollars) 
Item; 

General  Investigations  250,000 

Environmental/ Interagency 

Coordination  300,000 

Technical  Assistance  to 

States  635,000 

Investigation  of  Existing 

Projects  125.000 

Miscellaneous  (line  item)       780.000 

Total:  $  2.090.000 

The  above  level  of  appropriations  is  needed  to  ensure  that  the  full 
benefits  from  these  projects  will  be  attained  in  a  timely  manner. 

In  addition  co  the  above-stated  support  for  funding  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project,  participating  projects,  and  other  Federal  Reclamation 
Projects  in  the  Upper  Division  States  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission  requests  that  the  Committee  appropriate  to  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  sufficient  funding  for  development  and  implementation 
of  the  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Program  described  in  Public  Law  93-320, 
as  amended. 

The  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Program,  which  authorizes  both  Title 
I  and  Title  II  projects,  is  designed  to  maintain  salinity  levels  in  the 
Colorado  River  system  within  established  numeric  criteria  while  the  Basin 
States  continue  to  develop  their  Compact-apportioned  waters.   This  program  is 
endorsed  by  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  the  Federal  Government 
and  is  essential  to  the  overall  development  and  management  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.   Specifically,  the  Commission  requests  an  appropriation  of 
$8,583,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Title  I  Colorado  River  Basin 
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salinity  control  program  and  $23,970,000  for  the  Title  II  program.  The 
funding  levels  supported  by  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  are  consistent 
with  the  amounts  requested  by  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum 
and  are  as  follows: 

Commission's  FY  1996  Budget  Request 
(Thousand  Dollars) 

Title  I  Construction  2,300,000 

Title  I  Operation  and  Maintenance  6,283.000 

TOTAL  Title  I  Program  $  8.583.000 

Title  II  Plan  Formulation: 

New  Format  7,000,0001 

General  Investigations  800.000 

Subtotal:  7,800,000 

Title  II  Construction 

(a)  Grand  Valley  6,799,0002 

(b)  Paradox  Valley  300,000 

(c)  Lower  Gunnison  A, 001,0003 

(d)  Dolores  Project  (McElmo)  1.055,000 

Subtotal:  12.155,000 

Title  II  Operation  and  Maintenance 

(a)  Grand  Valley  733,000 

.  (b)  Paradox  Valley  2,850,000 

(c)  Lower  Gunnison  432,000 

Subtotal:  4,015,000 

TOTAL  Title  II  Program  Funding  $  23.970,000^ 

TOTAL  Title  I  and  Title  II  Program  $  32,553,000 

Further  detailed  statements  regarding  specific  funding  for  the  salinity 
program  will  be  presented  in  the  testimony  of  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum  as  well  as  by  representatives  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States. 

Through  the  requested  appropriations,  water  resource  and  salinity 
control  projects  and  programs  within  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  will  be 

funded  at  a  level  that  will  benefit  the  local,  regional  and  national 
economies . 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission,  thank 
you  for  providing  the  Commission  an  opportunity  to  present  this  statement  for 
the  Subcommittee's  consideration. 


^Includes  write-in  requests  of  $1,000,000. 
2lncludes  write-in  requests  of  $1,000,000. 
^Includes  write-in  requests  for  $2,770,000. 
^Includes  total  write-in  requests  of  $4,895,000. 
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Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 

WIND  ENERGY 

WITNESS 

MICHAEL  L.  MARVIN,  DIRECTOR,  GOVERNMENTAL  AND  PUBLIC  AF- 
FAIRS, AMERICAN  WIND  ENERGY  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  hear  from  Michael  Marvin, 
Director  of  Governmental  and  Public  Affairs  of  the  American  Wind 
Energy  Association. 

Mr.  Marvin,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Marvin.  Thank  you  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  Cochairman  Be- 
vill.  I  would  love  to  say  I  am  pleased  to  be  here,  but  as  I  read  Mr. 
Kasich's  comments  and  realize  the  602(b)  allocations  and  what  will 
probably  be  offered,  I  can  come  up  with  words  other  than  pleasing. 

While  I  am  not  so  optimistic,  or  some  would  say  "naive"  as  to  be- 
lieve that  any  process  employed  by  this  subcommittee  would  lead 
to  massive  increases  in  the  wind  program,  or  any  other  program 
for  that  matter,  I  do  believe  that  the  DOE  wind  program  is  proving 
itself  to  be  a  good  investment  of  scarce  Federal  resources. 

It  is  done  solely  working  with  the  key  industries,  the  electricity 
industry  and  the  wind  energy  industry.  Some  of  the  successful  pro- 
grams— Advanced  Wind  Turbine,  Turbine  Verification,  Value-engi- 
neered Turbine — are  designed  for  maximum  cost-share  from 
nonpublic  sources,  whether  it  be  the  Electric  Power  Research  Insti- 
tute, private  utilities,  or  the  industry  itself. 

Although  this  undercapitalized  industry  tends  to  have  more  tech- 
nological know-how  than  it  has  resources  at  this  point  in  time,  the 
targeted  programs  are  beginning  to  bear  fruit  as  more  and  more 
utilities  consider  wind  power  plants  to  be  not  just  some  social  pro- 
gram to  help  the  environment  but  as  an  honest-to-God  resource  op- 
tion to  be  considered  alongside  hydropower,  coal  and  natural  gas. 

I  want  to  briefly  mention  the  National  Wind  Technology  Center, 
which  is  relatively  a  new  arm  of  NREL  located  near  Rocky  Flats. 
The  relocation  of  NREL's  wind  program  to  the  NWTC  has  proved 
to  be  very  beneficial  for  all  concerned,  and  the  new  facility  has 
some  very  state-of-the-art  testing  equipment — dynamometers,  com- 
puter fatigue  model  simulators  and  other  machinery  to  which  our 
industry  in  the  U.S.  has  never  had  access,  only  our  international 
competitors.  That  has  been  very  helpful  to  us. 

The  second  is  the  National  Wind  Coordinating  Committee,  to 
help  us  understand  what  the  obstacles  are  that  need  to  be  ad- 
dressed before  this  technology  is  accepted  by  the  market.  Econo- 
mists and  business  theorists  have  always  acknowledged  a  window 
of  10  to  20  years  between  the  time  a  technology  is  ready  for  the 
market  and  the  market  becomes  ready  for  the  technology.  So  this 
committee  is  gathering  public  and  private  utility  executives.  State 
utility  regulators.  State  energy  offices,  consumer  advocates,  et 
cetera,  to  try  and  work  collaboratively  in  addressing  these  key  is- 
sues. This,  hopefully,  is  a  much  better  approach  than  the  tradi- 
tional "command-and-control"  regulation  that  has  taken  place  in 
the  past. 
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Each  year,  representatives  from  all  of  the  technologies,  renew- 
able and  others,  come  before  this  panel  and  talk  about  productivity 
gains,  cost  reduction,  economic  benefits,  et  cetera.  One  of  the  ques- 
tions might  be,  so  what?  What  does  all  that  mean  from  a  larger 
perspective? 

From  our  perspective,  one  of  the  good  places  to  look  at  the  poten- 
tial of  the  technology  is  to  look  at  the  figures,  look  at  the  market, 
look  at  where  it  is  going.  Last  year  about  95  percent  of  all  of  the 
wind  capacity  installed  in  the  world,  which  is  about  $600  million 
worth,  was  installed  overseas,  most  of  that  in  Germany,  the  United 
Kingdom  and  India.  There  is  no  reason  to  think  that  is  a  record- 
setting  year  by  far.  A  recent  study  by  Arthur  D.  Little  concluded 
that  between  now  and  the  year  2000,  in  the  worst  case  scenario, 
the  market  will  be  $2  million  for  wind  turbines. 

Wind  now  generates  4  percent  of  the  electricity  in  Germany's 
northernmost  province  and  the  German  Energy  Minister  expects 
that  to  reach  25  percent  by  the  year  2010.  That  is  larger,  as  a  per- 
centage, than  any  other  energy  technology  in  the  U.S.,  save  for 
coal. 

I  may  be  a  little  biased  here,  but  I  think  that  you  have  got  a  win- 
ner with  this  technology;  and  it  has  been  a  small,  reasonably  small 
investment  in  comparison  to  other  technologies.  Even  EPRI  is  now 
saying  that  in  the  next  decade  wind  could  become  the  least  expen- 
sive generated  energy.  That  is  a  strong  statement,  but  the  export 
markets  are  becoming  stronger,  and  with  continued  support  from 
this  committee,  wind  can  make  the  further  technological  strides 
needed  to  ensure  the  U.S.  can  maintain  its  presence  as  a  world 
leader  in  this  global  market. 

The  industry  will  never  forget  it  got  its  start  because  of  the  envi- 
ronmental benefits  compared  to  conventional  technologies.  But  hav- 
ing said  that,  it  is  actually  exciting  to  be  very  close  to  full-scale  eco- 
nomic viability  that  those  same  environmental  benefits  are  merely 
a  nice  plus. 

Thank  you  for  your  time.  We  respectfully  ask  the  committee  to 
support  the  administration's  budget  request  of  $49.8  million  for  fis- 
cal year  1996. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Marvin  follows:] 
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THE  AMERICAN  WIND  ENERGY  ASSOCIATION  (AWEA) 


The  Amencan  Wind  Energy  Association,  AWEA,  was  formed  in  1974.    It  represents  virtually  every 
facet  of  the  industry,  including  turbine  and  component  manufacturers,  project  developers,  utilities, 
academicians  and  interested  individuals.    AWEA's  membership  of  over  800  mcludes  companies, 
utilities,  academicians  and  individuals  from  49  states. 


SUMMARY 


The  American  Wind  Energy  Association  supports  the  budget  request  of  $49.82  million  for  wind 
energy  research,  development  and  demonstration  in  Fiscal  Year  1996.    This  figure,  if  approved  by  the 
Congress,  would  represent  a  1.7  percent  increase  from  the  current  fiscal  year. 

We  believe  the  federal  taxpayer  has  made  a  modest  investment  in  wind  energy  research,  development 
and  demonstration  that  is  seeing  real-world  economic  payo{£--cosls  for  wind  energy  projects  have 
declined  more  than  80  percent  since  1981.    Technological  gains  are  now  being  combined  with 
increased  export  markets  and  domestic  utility  interest  in  wind.   The  next  10  years  will  determine  how 
successful  the  federal  investment  in  wind  has  been  and  will  be. 


CONTINUING  THE  FIVE-YEAR  GOVERNMENT-INDUSTRY  CONTRACT 


Just  over  two  years  ago  the  Congress  passed,  and  President  Bush  signed,   the  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992  (EPAct).   That  legislation,  while  far  from  perfect,  represents  the  most  comprehensive  effort  since 
the  late  1970s  to  define  a  national  energy  policy. 

EPAct,  which  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  360  to  63,  included  a  five-year  proposal  to 
strengthen  and  develop  this  nation's  renewable  energy  industries  through  a  variety  of  mechanisms.   As 
we  enter  the  third  year  of  that  "contract  with  America's  renewables,"  AWEA  asks  for  this 
subcommittee's  continued  support. 


DOE  PROGRAM  IS  DOING  WHAT  IT  HAS  BEEN  ASKED 


The  DOE  wind  program  has  consistently  worked  well  with  its  key  stakeholder  groups-the  wind 
energy  industry  and  the  electric  utility  industry.    Programs  that  have  been  initiated  to  increase  market 
confidence  in  this  "new"  technology,  such  as  the  Utility  Wind  Turbine  Verification  Program  (TVP) 
and  the  Value-Engineered  Turbine  Program  (VET),  have  had  strong  cost-share  support  from  both 
utilities  and  the  turbine  development  industry. 
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The  TVP  has  be^n  a  technology  validation  tool  that  is  proving  valuable  in  this  new  industry's  efforts 
to  work  with  the  traditionally  conservative  electnc  utility  industry    Utilities  in  Texas  (Central  and 
South  West  Services),  Vennont  (Green  Mountain  Power)  and  New  York  (Niagara  Mohawk  Power)  are 
the  first  three  utility  partners  collaborating  with  DOE,  the  wind  industry  and  the  Electric  Power 
Research  Institute  (EPRI)  to  leverage  increasingly  scarce  federal  resources. 

Although  we  have  always  appreciated  this  subcommittee's  support,  the  wind  program  has  never  been 
blessed  with  overwhelming  federal  appropriations.    As  a  result,  programs,  activities  and  initiatives  that 
are  undertaken  by  the  DOE  wind  division  are  consistently  well-planned,  collaborative  in  nature,  and 
designed  to  move  the  industry  and  the  technology  forward. 


NATIONAL  WIND  TECHNOLOGY  CENTER 


One  of  the  advancements  that  we're  most  pleased  with  is  the  recently  opened  National  Wind 
Technology  Center  near  Rocky  Flats,  Colorado.    The  new  center  performs  a  number  of  valuable 
functions. 

Technologically,  the  Center  represents  a  state-of-the-art  testing  facility.    Its  Industrial  User  Facility 
(lUF)  has  been  designed  so  that  industry  engineers  can  work  side-by-side  with  NREL  and  DOE 
scientists  and  engineers  to  study  and  test  wind  turbine  systems  and  their  components.    Advanced 
computer  modeling  enables  a  full  simulation  of  structural  demands  that  previously  were  available  only 
through  years  of  field  testing.   Tests  can  be  conducted  to  assess  the  structural  integrity  of  components 
such  as  blades,  gearboxes,  generators,  and  other  electronic  equipment. 

In  addition,  the  Center  is  developing  a  senes  of  "test  beds"  for  new,  advanced  wind  turbines  designed 
and  manufactured  in  the  U.S.    These  beds  will  enable  turbine  prototypes  to  undergo  ngorous  testing 
on  each  major  structural  component,  and  will  provide  valuable  information  to  utility  customers, 
turbine  developers,  and  others  from  a  "neutral,"  verifiable  source.    Still  being  a  relatively  new 
technology,  it's  imperative  that  customers  both  here  and  abroad  increase  their  confidence  in  the  ability 
of  wind  energy  systems  to  perform  to  the  specifications  and  conditions  needed. 


ADVANCED  WIND  TURBINE  PROGRAM 


Considered  the  flagship  of  the  wind  program,  the  industry  supports  the  continuation  of  this  cost-shared 
effort  to  develop  U.S.  technology.    Less  than  five  years  ago,  there  was  one  U.S.  company  involved  in 
manufacturing  utility-scale  turbines.   Today,  with  the  leveraged  help  of  DOE,  there  are  at  least  five. 
Although  the  market  today  exists  largely  overseas  (see  page  3)  the  U.S.  faces  intense  competition  from 
heavily-subsidized  companies  in  Europe  and  Japan.   The  vast  majority  of  American  wind  companies 
are  undercapitalized  and  are  not  yet  positioned  to  acquire  the  significant  capital  needed  to 
independently  develop  turbines. 

The  program  has  several  components,  including  the  near-term  advanced  wind  turbine,  the  next- 
generation  advanced  wind  turbine,  and  the  value-engineered  turbine.    Companies  from  California, 
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Washington  and  Vermont  are  working  on  turbines  that  will  firmly  establish  the  U.S.  industry  as  the 
dominant  player  ift  an  increasingly  large—and  increasingly  competitive—international  market. 


NATIONAL  WIND  COORDINATING  COMMITTEE 


Any  new  technology,  energy-related  or  not,  faces  a  number  of  obstacles  before  being  fully  "accepted" 
in  the  marketplace.    To  address  these  obstacles,  DOE  has  worked  to  gather  representatives  of  key 
stakeholder  groups-from  the  wind  industry,  public  and  private  utilities,  state  regulators,  consumers 
and  environmental  groups  and  others— in  an  effort  known  as  the  National  Wind  Coordinating 
Committee  (NWCC). 

The  NWCC,  even  in  its  early  formation,  has  been  successful  in  identifying  many  of  the  obstacles 
facing  wind  and  other  new  energy  technologies  as  they  attempt  to  enter  the  marketplace,  and  has 
begun  efforts  to  remove  those  barriers  through  collaborative  methods  rather  than  traditional 
"command-and-control"  responses. 


IS  THERE  A  MARKET  AT  THE  END  OF  THE  DEVELOPMENT  TUNNEL? 


As  Congress  deliberates  on  energy  reseeuch  activities,  a  reasonable  question  to  ask  might  be  what,  if 
any,  market  exists  for  this  product  if  and  when  it  become  commercially  accepted.    With  respect  to 
wind  energy,  that  answer  is  becoming  increasingly  clear. 


As  the  technology  continues  its  progress,  markets  are  beginning  to  open.   Last  year  set  a  record  for 
new  capacity  additions  around  the  world.    More  than  $600  million  in  wind  power  plants  were  built 
worldwide  during  1994,  with  the  most  sizable  markets  emerging  in  India,  Germany  and  the  United 
Kingdom.    The  northwestem-most  region  of  Germany  already  generates  four  percent  of  its  power  from 
wind.    In  fact,  that  region  has  set  a  goal  of  generating 
25  percent  of  its  electricity  from  wind  energy.    As  a 
percentage  comparison  to  the  U.S.,  that  is  a  larger 
portion  than  the  electricity  supplied  by  natural  gas, 
larger  than  nuclear,  larger  than  any  generating  source 
except  for  coal. 

A  study  conducted  several  months  ago  by  Arthur  D. 
Little  took  a  look  at  the  market  for  wind  energy 
systems  in  10  countries  between  now  and  2000,  and 
found  that  between  $2.0  billion  and  $3.5  billion  in 
wind  energy  opportunities  existed  in  those  countries 
alone  (see  chart,  right).   That  is  a  clear,  but  far  from 
comprehensive,  indication  that  a  market  exists  for 
these  products.    What  remains  less  clear,  however,  is 
the  role  of  U.S.  industry  in  this  market. 


Projected 

Wind 

Capacity          1 

Additions,  1994-2000              | 

(in  megawatts) 

United  Kingdom 

100-300 

Spain 

150-250 

Germany 

200-350 

India 

700-1,200 

China 

350-600 

Mexico 

150-300 

Argentina 

100-150 

Chile 

100-200 

Australia 

50-75 

New  Zealand 

50-100 

TOTAL 

1,950-3425 

Source:    Arthur  D 

Utile. 
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CONCLUSION 


The  halting  growth  of  the  US  market,  coupled  with  the  rapid  expansion  of  the  international  market, 
provide  clear  indications  that  wind  energy  will  play  an  increasingly  large  role  in  electricity  generation 
here  and  abroad.    The  wind  energy  industry  is  a  superb  example  of  a  21st  century  technology  that  is 
only  now  beginning  to  enter  the  competitive  electnc  utility  market    It  also  can  provide  a  textbook 
example  of  how  industry  can  work  in  partnership  with  the  government  to  foster  and  nurture  a 
technology  that  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute  believes  may  well  be  the  least-cost  source  of 
electricity  generation  of  all  energy  sou'       within  the  next  decade 

Continued  cooperation  between  government  a.id  industry,  consistent  with  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992,  represents  the  best  hope  for  the  wind  energy  industry  to  become  a  major  part  of  America's 
economic  and  energy  picture,  and  an  ideal  opportunity  for  the  U.S.  to  reduce  its  growing  trade  deficits 
with  the  rest  of  the  worid 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

We  have  to  stand  in  recess  for  about  10  minutes.  We  have  a  vote 
on  the  House  Floor.  We  apologize  to  the  witnesses  and  those  who 
come  to  visit.  We  will  be  on  the  House  Floor.  Thank  you  for  your 
testimony.  We  will  stand  in  recess  for  about  10  minutes. 

[Recess.] 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
COLUMBIA  BASIN  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

SHANNON  McDANIEL,  SECRETARY/MANAGER,  SOUTH  COLUMBIA 
BASIN  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

RICHARD  ERICKSON,  SECRETARY/MANAGER,  EAST  COLUMBIA  BASIN 
IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

BRYAN  ALFORD,  DIRECTOR,  SOUTH  COLUMBIA  BASIN  IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT 

RICHARD  STEVENS,  DIRECTOR,  QUINCY  COLUMBIA  BASIN  IRRIGA- 
TION DISTRICT 

BILL  WATSON,  DIRECTOR,  QUINCY  COLUMBIA  BASIN  IRRIGATION  DIS- 
TRICT 

Mr.  Myers.  We  apologize  for  the  break  here.  The  committee  will 
reconvene. 

At  the  present  time  we  will  hear  from  Shannon  McDaniel,  Sec- 
retary/Manager of  the  South  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District. 

You  may  proceed  as  you  would  like. 

Mr.  McDaniel.  I  am  representing  the  South  Columbia  Basin  Ir- 
rigation District,  the  East  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District,  and 
the  Quincy-Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District.  And  with  me  on  my 
left  is  Richard  Erickson,  the  Secretary/Manager  of  the  East  Colum- 
bia Basin  Irrigation  District,  and  Bryan  Alford,  Director  of  the 
South  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District;  and  in  the  front  row  are 
Richard  Stevens,  Director  of  the  Quincy  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation 
District,  and  Bill  Watson,  Director  of  the  Quincy  Columbia  Basin 
Irrigation  District. 

We  appreciate  the  time  you  have  allotted  us  to  testify  today. 
What  we  are  here  to  testify  on  is  the  appropriations  for  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation. 

Currently,  the  appropriations  include  $4,238,000  for  fiscal  year 
1996  for  operation  and  maintenance  and  a  small  construction 
project,  the  Columbia  Basin  Project.  We  are  currently  involved  in 
operation  and  maintenance  payments  of  Bureau  facilities  and  Bu- 
reau functions  on  our  project  to  the  tune  of  about  $2.8  million  a 
year. 

We  also  are  totally  self-sufficient  when  it  comes  to  our  operation 
and  maintenance.  The  three  districts  have  combined  budgets  of 
around  $17  million  a  year. 

The  main  thing  we  came  to  talk  about  today  is  the  fact  that  we 
are  involved  in  a  drainage  program  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion, which  includes  the  construction  of  buried  drains.  There  has 
been  an  extensive  construction  project  over  the  years  to  keep  the 
land  productive  and  capable  of  repaying  our  obligation  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  Government  and  for  those  lands  to  be  capable  of  paying 
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for  their  own  assessments  also.  We  are  in  the  process  right  now  of 
cooperating  with  the  Bureau  and  evaluating  the  future  needs  of 
that. 

Our  project  office  submitted  a  figure  of  $875,000  to  the  regional 
office  for  construction  funds  in  1996.  Those  were  deleted  from  the 
fiscal  year  1996  budget  somewhere  between  Denver  and  Washing- 
ton, D.C.,  we  are  not  really  sure  where,  but  we  came  to  ask  today 
that  those  funds  be  included  so  that  those  25  miles  of  drain  lines 
which  affect  several  of  our  landowners  be  included  within  the  budg- 
et, if  at  all  possible. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  McDaniel  follows:] 
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SODTH  COLDMBIA  BASIN  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

402  W.  LEWIS  STREET 

PASCO,  WA   99301 


EAST  COLDMBIA  BASIN  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT  QOINCY-COLDMBIA  BASIN  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

55  North  8th  Ave.  P.  O.  Box  188 

Othello,  WA   99344  Quincy,  WA   98848 


March  9,  1995 


Congressman  John  Meyers 

Subcommittee  on  Energy 

and  Water  Development 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  on  the 
appropriations  for  the  FY  96  USER  Budget.   The  President's  budget 
proposal  includes  $4,238,000  for  the  operation,  maintenance  and 
construction  of  the  Columbia  Basin  Project. 

The  three  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  Districts  are  participating 
in  the  cost  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Project  to 
the  extent  of  approximately  $2.8  million  per  year.   These 
district  funds  cover  100%  of  the  cost  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  Project  Reserved  Works  which  are  operated  by 
the  USBR.   In  addition,  all  costs,  approximately  $17  million,  of 
operation  and  maintenance  of  federally  owned  facilities 
transferred  to  the  Districts  for  operations  and  maintenance 
purposes  are  paid  by  the  Districts. 

The  Columbia  Basin  Project  repayment  contracts  include  federal 
construction  of  a  drainage  system  that  is  necessary  to  protect 
Columbia  Basin  Project  farm  lands  and  maintain  their 
productivity.   In  late  1993,  the  local  USBR  office  undertook  an 
updated  inventory  and  forecast  in  an  effort  to  determine  the 
extent  and  cost  of  remaining  drain  construction.   To  expedite 
this  inventory  and  to  hold  down  USBR  costs,  much  of  the  initial 
data  was  gathered  by  the  irrigation  districts.   The  recent 
reorganization  and  downsizing  of  the  USBR  has  slowed  progress  on 
this  inventory  and  forecast,  and  the  Districts  are  disappointed 
that  its  expected  completion  has  been  delayed  until  the  fall  of 
1995. 
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Completion  of  the  drainage  system  is  essential  to  assure  a 
sustainable  irrigation  project  that  will  be  able  to  meet  its 
federal  repayment  obligations  and  generate  the  project's  intended 
social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits.   Completion  of  the 
drainage  inventory  and  forecast  will  enable  the  government  to 
program  this  work  in  an  orderly  and  economic  manner.   Once  the 
completed  inventory  and  forecast  clarifies  the  scope  of  the 
remaining  work,  it  would  enable  the  Districts  and  the  local  USER 
office  to  identify  partnership  arrangements  that  will  expedite 
the  work  and  reduce  the  federal  overhead  burden  required  to 
complete  the  drainage  system. 

Annual  funding  for  drainage  has  dwindled  from  $17  million  in  the 
mid  80 's  to  $1.3  million  for  FY  95.   However  the  total  completion 
costs  over  the  life  of  the  contract,  cannot  be  ascertained  with 
any  certainty  until  the  USER  inventory  and  forecast  is  completed. 

Drainage  construction  for  approximately  25  miles  of  buried  drains 
has  been  programmed  for  FY  96,  but  deleted  from  the  President's 
budget.   The  USER  Columbia  Basin  Field  Office  has  the  capability 
and  appropriation  requests  for  the  administrative  portion  of  this 
work  in  FY  96.   The  Columbia  Basin  Project  Irrigation  Districts, 
East,  South  and  Quincy,  respectfully  request  that  an  additional 
$875,000  be  allocated  to  the  FY  96  USER  appropriations  for  the 
Columbia  Basin  Project  for  a  total  $5,113,000.   The  additional 
funding  is  to  facilitate  drainage  construction  only. 

Your  consideration  of  this  request  is  appreciated. 


President,  Board  ox  Directors 

South  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District 


JlA 


President,  Board  of  Directors 
Quincy-Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  District 

) 

,.  L 

•resident, 'Board  of   Directors 
East    Columbia   Basin   Irrigation  District 
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Mr.  Myers.  Do  either  of  you  have  statements? 

I  think  you  do  reahze  the  situation  we  find  ourselves  in  here 
today  with  the  budget  situation.  All  of  us  agree  we  have  to  cut 
spending,  but  we  have  to  be  extremely  careful  where  we  make 
those  cuts. 

Presently  we  can  make  no  commitments  because  we  haven't  see 
our  own  budget  yet.  It  is  in  a  state  of  flux. 

Mr.  McDaniel.  We  understand  that,  but  we  felt  it  was  impera- 
tive that  we  come  and 

Mr.  Myers.  We  think  it  is  very  important.  We  certainly  thank 
you  for  coming  because  when  we  go  to  the  Floor  your  testimony  is 
very  valuable  to  us  so  we  can  defend  projects.  Thank  you  very 
much  for  your  testimony. 

Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  No,  thanks. 


Wednesday,  March  23,  1995. 
ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT,  SOUTHERN  UTE  TRIBE 
WITNESS 
LORI  POTTER,  SIERRA  CLUB  LEGAL  DEFENSE  FUND,  INC. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  hear  Lori  Potter,  Sierra  Club 
Legal  Defense  Fund.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  again.  Your  pre- 
pared statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record.  You  may  proceed  for 
five  minutes,  as  you  wish. 

Ms.  Potter.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Commit- 
tee. My  name  is  Lori  Potter.  I  am  a  lawyer  with  the  Sierra  Club 
Legal  Defense  Fund  in  Denver.  I  represent  several  citizens'  groups 
and  environmental  groups  that  have  worked  on  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation's proposed  Animas-La  Plata  Project  and  projects  related 
to  it  for  almost  20  years. 

I  know  the  committee  is  well  informed  about  the  Animas-La 
Plata  project,  so  I  won't  go  into  the  background. 

Mr.  Myers.  For  years. 

Ms.  Potter.  I  would  like  to  fast  forward  just  to  the  present  day. 

Just  last  month,  EPA  Regional  Administrator  William  Yellowtail 
advised  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  that  despite  many,  many  years 
of  the  Bureau's  trying  to  come  into  compliance  with  environmental 
laws,  that  Administrator  Yellowtail  continues  to  have  serious  prob- 
lems with  the  project. 

Last  week.  New  Mexico's  Attorney  General  warned  the  Bureau 
that  his  State  also  has  serious  problems  with  the  project  and  op- 
poses the  continuous  water  quality  violation  that  the  problem 
would  cause  in  his  State.  He  asked  the  Bureau  to  consider  other 
ways  of  meeting  project  purposes. 

As  someone  who  has  studied  the  project  a  great  deal,  I  think  that 
it  should  be  apparent  why  Animas-La  Plata  has  the  huge  economic 
and  environmental  problems  that  it  brings  before  you — a  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  approximately  0.37  to  1,  an  Inspector  General  report 
that  the  project  is  economically  infeasible,  calls  from  the  EPA, 
States,  members  of  an  Indian  tribe,  who  are  supposed  beneficiaries, 
that  alternatives  be  looked  at. 
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That  is  because  Animas-La  Plata  was  designed  in  an  era  when 
this  Congress  had  much  more  money  to  throw  at  reclamation 
projects  than  it  does  currently. 

The  only  reason  I  think  that  we  are  even  here  considering 
Animas-La  Plata  is  that  a  part  of  it  is  intended  to  settle  Indian 
water  rights  claims.  But  does  it  really  do  so? 

One  of  the  things  that  is  rarely  discussed  about  ALP  is  that  it 
does  not  contain  any  delivery  facilities  to  get  water  to  any  reserva- 
tion. A  group  of  members  of  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  tribe,  known 
as  the  Southern  Ute  Grassroots  Group,  have  raised  questions  and 
objections  over  Animas-LaPlata.  We  join  that  group  in  calling  for 
the  Bureau  to  study  alternatives  to  the  project  that  would  legiti- 
mately meet  Indian  water  needs. 

One  of  their  ideas  is  that  the  Bureau  should  look  at  a  totally  In- 
dian project,  do  away  with  all  the  non-Indian  irrigation  that  the  In- 
spector General  found  to  be  economically  infeasible  that  farmers 
can't  ever  hope  to  pay  for. 

We  join  the  Indian  group  in  making  that  request.  We  join  Re- 
gional Administrator  Yellowtail  in  making  the  request  to  look  at  al- 
ternatives. And  we  join  the  Attorney  General  of  New  Mexico  in  also 
making  that  same  request. 

My  clients  have  done  more  than  criticize  and  make  requests, 
however.  We  have  hired  engineers  to  look  at  the  alternatives  situa- 
tion, to  find  ways  to  meet  Indian  water  rights  claims  without  build- 
ing this  project  with  all  of  its  environmental  and  economic  prob- 
lems. 

Our  engineers  have  identified  at  least  10  alternatives  which 
alone  and  in  combination,  can  meet  Indian  water  rights  needs 
without  new  construction.  To  cite  one  example,  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation has  four  large  existing  projects  in  the  project  vicinity  with 
excess  capacity,  some  of  which  could  be  diverted  to  satisfy  Indian 
right  claims. 

The  Southern  Ute  Grassroots  Group  endorses  some  of  these  al- 
ternatives that  we  have  identified.  Our  studies  provide  an  excellent 
starting  point  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  do  what  it  really 
needs  to  do  in  these  economic  times,  which  is  to  look  at  alternative 
ways  of  satisfying  the  Indian  water  rights  claims. 

I  know  that  Mr.  Frost,  a  representative  of  the  Southern  Ute 
Grassroots  Group,  is  here.  He  is  scheduled  to  follow  me.  And  if  I 
have  time  remaining,  I  would  like  to  cede  it  to  Mr.  Frost  to  discuss 
with  you  further  his  ideas  about  how  his  tribe  is  not  well  served 
by  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  and  what  alternatives  they  would 
also  like  to  see  looked  at. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here.  I  will  take  any  ques- 
tions if  you  have  any. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Potter  follows:] 
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STATEMEMT  OF  LORI  POTTER 

BEFORE  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 

OF  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

March  22,  1995 


Good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Lori  Potter.   I  eun  an  attorney 
with  the  Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund  in  Denver,  Colorado.  I 
represent  several  citizens'  groups  and  environmental  organiza- 
tions which  have  monitored  the  Bureau  of  Recleunation's  proposed 
Animas-La  Plata  project  for  almost  20  years. 

My  clients  include  small-scale  irrigators,  river  guides, 
rafters  and  canoeists,  folks  who  like  to  cross-country  ski,  and 
many  others.   They  live,  work  and  recreate  in  the  project  area 
and  believe  that  Animas-La  Plata  is  both  environmentally  harmful 
and  economically  tinjustif ied.   Study  after  study  confirms  their 
fears . 

The  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of  Interior  has 
found  this  project  infeasible  because  farmers  cannot  hope  to 
raise  crops  that  are  valuable  enough  to  pay  back  the  cost  of 
project  water.   The  project  area  is  high  desert  and  the  land  is 
marginally  arable  where  it's  arable  at  all.  The  Commissioner  of 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  testified  before  this  Committee  in  1992 
that  the  benefit/cost  ratio  of  the  project  was  .6:1  at  that  time. 
We  expect  a  revised  study,  due  shortly,  will  show  that  the 
benefit/cost  ratio  is  currently  even  lower. 

To  build  this  project,  the  Bureau  needs  to  get  an  exemption 
from  laws  protecting  wetlands.   It  has  spent  years  trying  to  come 
into  compliance  with  other  environmental  protection  laws,  with  no 
success.   Federal  agencies  and  courts  have  pointed  out,  time  and 
again,  that  this  project  just  does  not  comply  with  the  law.  As 
recently  as  last  month,  EPA  Regional  Administrator  Williaun 
Yellowtail  advised  the  Bureau  that  he  continues  to  have  "serious 
problems"  with  the  project.  Last  week.  New  Mexico's  Attorney 
General  warned  the  Bureau  that  his  state  opposes  the  continuous 
water  quality  violations  which  the  project  will  cause  in  New 
Mexico,  and  asked  the  Bureau  to  consider  other  ways  of  meeting 
project  purposes. 

The  reasons  for  ALP's  economic  and  environmental  problems 
are  clear:   it  is  a  project  designed  in  an  era  when  the  federal 
government  threw  money  at  huge  reclzunation  projects  without 
regard  to  price  or  impact.   Animas-La  Plata  belongs  to  a  bygone 
era.  This  Committee  of  which  this  Subcommittee  is  part  has  a 
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serious  responsibility  to  take  a  fresh  look  at  these  relics  of 
the  past  in  order  to  conserve  our  nation's  scarce  tax  dollars  and 
equally  scarce  natural  resources. 

The  only  reason  we  are  here  today  even  considering  a  project 
as  antiquated  as  Animas-La  Plata  is  that  a  part  of  it  is  intended 
to  settle  Indian  water  rights  claims.   But  does  it  truly  do  so? 
What  is  rarely  explained  about  Animas-La  Plata  is  that  the  Bureau 
project  includes  112  facilities  and  no  funding  to  deliver  water  to 
any  Indian  reservation.   A  group  of  members  of  the  Southern  Ute 
Indian  Tribe,  the  Southern  Ute  Grassroots  Group,  have  raised 
questions  and  object iojis  over  proceeding  with  ALP.   We  join  them 
in  calling  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  study  alternatives  to 
the  project  as  it's  currently  designed.   We  join  EPA  Regional 
Administrator  William  Yellowtail  in  meiking  that  same  request.   We 
join  the  Attorney  General  of  New  Mexico  in  also  making  that 
request. 

My  clients  have  done  more  than  criticize  and  make  requests, 
however.   We  have  retained  engineers  to  develop  some  of  the 
alternative  ways  that  project  purposes,  and  most  importantly 
Indian  water  rights,  can  be  achieved  without  building  this  $700 
million  project.   Our  engineers  have  identified  more  than  ten 
such  alternatives,  some  of  which  involve  no  new  construction 
whatsover.   For  exeunple,  the  Bvireau  of  Reclamation  has  four  large 
existing  water  projects  with  excess  capacity  already  built  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  ALP  project  area.   The  Southern  Ute  Grassroots 
Group  endorses  many  of  the  seune  alternatives  we  have  identified. 
Our  studies  provide  an  excellent  starting  point  for  the  Bureau  of 
Reclaunation  to  fulfill  its  legal  duty  to  look  at  alternatives. 
On  behalf  of  my  clients,  I  hope  that  this  Subcommittee  will  mcike 
any  funding  for  Animas-La  Plata  for  the  next  fiscal  year  contin- 
gent upon  the  Bureau's  use  of  that  funding  to  conduct  a  complete 
study  of  alternatives. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  here  today.   If  I 
have  any  time  remaining,  I  would  like  to  cede  it  to  a  representa- 
tive of  the  Southern  Ute  Grassroots  Group. 


716 


ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  ANIMA8-LA  PLATA  PROJECT 

1.  Development  of  a  new  4,000-5,000  acre-foot  reservoir,  or 
expansion  of  an  existing  reservoir,  on  the  Mancos  River  system 
designed  to  restore  habitat  and  furnish  recreational  opportuni- 
ties and  related  economic  development  for  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute 
Tribe  in  the  lower  Mancos  River.   The  Mancos  riparian  lands  are 
historic  tribal  lands  which  have  potential  for  recreation  devel- 
opment.  There  are  two  potential  sources  of  this  water:   (i) 
willing  sellers  on  the  Mancos.   (ii)   Dolores  Project  water 
rights  or  non-federal  Dolores  River  water,  which  could  be  deliv- 
ered by  gravity  flow  from  the  adjacent  Dolores  drainage  by 
slightly  raising  the  existing  dam  at  Summit  Reservoir. 

2 .  Development  of  irrigation  supply  for  Ute  Mountain  Ute 
lands  by  purchase  of  Dolores  Project  water  or  purchase  of  non- 
federal Dolores  River  water  for  delivery  through  existing  facili- 
ties.  The  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of  Interior 
reported  in  March,  1994,  that  as  much  as  10,300  acre  feet  of 
unused  Dolores  Project  water  could  be  used  to  meet  other  purpos- 
es, including  Indian  water  rights.   Draft  Audit  Report  on  Devel- 
opment Status  of  Dolores  and  Animas-La  Plata  Projects  at  21. 

3.  Development  of  enhanced  recreation  and  tourism  facili- 
ties throughout  both  reservations  using  local  groundwater  sup- 
plies and  existing  surface  water  rights.   This  concept  does  not 
envision  the  Tribes'  waiver  of  any  existing  rights  in  exchange 
for  groundwater  they  already  own.   Rather,  it  envisions  making 
technical  and  financial  resources  available  to  the  Tribes  to 
access  groundwater  resources  the  development  of  which  the  Tribes 
might  otherwise  forego. 

4.  Upgrading  existing  domestic  supplies  on  each  reservation 
by  providing  treatment,  storage  and  transmission  systems  needed 
to  serve  present  and  projected  users. 

5.  Sale  of  water  rights  from  existing  Bureau  projects  to 
meet  needs  of  project  participants.   For  example,  the  City  of 
Durango  currently  gets  some  water  from  the  Bureau's  nearby 
Florida  project.   Durango  is  investigating  meeting  its  needs 
without  ALP  by  (among  other  options)  purchasing  additional  water 
from  the  Florida  project.   The  Bureau  did  a  study  in  1988  which 
acknowledges  that  (a)  there  are  7-9,000  acre  feet  of  water 
available  from  the  Florida  Project  and  (b)  this  water  could  be 
sold  to  municipal  users  through  a  specified  change  in  repayment 
arrangements.   Byron  Kellogg  et  al. .  Revised  Draft  Retrofit 
Appraisal  Study  —  Florida  Project,  Colorado  (December  1,  1988). 
Durango  is  the  only  remaining  non-Indian  municipal  user  in  the 
first  stage  (the  "reasonable  and  prudent  alternative")  of  ALP. 
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other  Bureau  projects  In  the  region  include  Dolores,  Pine, 
Navajo;  water  nay  be  available  from  them  to  meet  area  water 
needs.   Sea  discussion  of  Dolores  Project  water  in  H  1-2. 

6.  Development  of  new  and  existing  direct  flow  rights  on 
the  San  Juan,  Piedra,  Florida  and  Animas  rivers  to  provide  the 
municipal  and  industrial  needs  of  the  Southern  Ute  tribe  when  the 
need  develops.   All  of  these  streams  flow  across  tribal  lands. 

7.  Development  of  new  and  existing  direct  flow  rights  to 
meet  the  needs  of  New  Mexico  municipalities  (Aztec,  Bloomfield, 
Farmington) .  New  Mexico  has  formally  requested  that  the  Bureau 
return  to  it  the  ALP  project  water  rights  that  the  Bureau  holds 
in  trust.  Effective  February,  1994,  the  Bureau  agreed,  subject 
to  the  condition  that  the  water  rights  revert  to  the  project 
(i.e.,  become  project  water  rights  again)  if  and  when  Animas-La 
Plata  is  built  and  the  water  could  be  stored  in  Ridges  Basin. 

8.  Achieve  New  Mexico  deliveries  using  the  Animas  River 
rather  than  building  the  Ridges  Basin/Southern  Ute  Reservoir  and 
associated  canals,  conduits,  pumping  stations,  etc. 

9.  Rehabilitation  of  existing  non-Indian  irrigation  and 
domestic  systems  to  provide  more  efficient  use  of  the  water 
currently  decreed. 

10.  Integration  of  the  resources  of  the  Navajo  project  with 
the  expected  needs  of  ALP  users  to  maximize  existing  available 
supplies. 

11.  Develop  off-reservation  use  agreements  which  allow  the 
Tribes  to  be  compensated  for  their  water  rights,  consistent  with 
the  Tribes'  proposal  to  market  some  of  their  water  rights  to 
willing  buyers  in  downstreeun  states.   (Position  Paper  of  the  Ten 
Indian  Tribes  With  Water  Rights  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.) 
This  proposal  gains  compensation  for  the  Tribe,  helps  to  meet 
water  demand  downstream,  and  keeps  water  flowing  in  the  river  to 
meet  endangered  fish  and  recreational  needs.   The  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  has  begun  an  innovative  program  to  allow  this  sort  of 
marketing  in  the  Lower  Basin.   See  Draft  Regulations  for  Adminis- 
tering Entitlements  to  Colorado  River  Water  in  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  (May  6,  1994). 

12.  Allocate  all  or  part  of  ALP's  share  of  CRSP  power  to 
the  Tribes  for  them  to  market  for  tribal  development  purposes. 
The  Central  Arizona  Project  provides  a  precedent  for  the  Tribes' 
marketing  of  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  power.   In  the  mid- 
1980  's,  one  of  the  CAP  participants,  the  Central  Arizona  Water 
Conservancy  District,  was  allocated  power  to  market  as  part  of  a 
settlement  agreement  to  avoid  adverse  environmental  consequences 
of  a  portion  of  the  CAP.   This  arrangement  is  memorialized  in  the 
Hoover  Power  Plant  Act  of  1984,  98  Stat.  1333,  §  107.   In  June, 
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1994,  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  tribe  asked  HAPA  to  make  such  a  power 
allocation  to  the  tribe.   HAPA  has  that  request  under  consider- 
ation. 


Sierra /| 
Club 


^^4/ 
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Rocky  Mountain  Chapter 

777  Cram  Street  Suite606  Denver.  Colorado  80203  303 '861 


The  Honorable  John  Trl^yers.  Chair 
Energy  &  Water  Development  Subcommittee 
House  Appropriations  Committee 
2372  Rayburn  House 
Washington.  D.C.  20515 


The  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter  of  ttw  Sierra  Club,  which  represents  approxirnately  tourteen 
thousand  members  in  the  state  of  Colorado,  opposes  any  appropriations  for  the  Animas-LaPlata  Project 
for  FY  1996 

The  last  fomial  statement  of  the  RocKy  Mountain  Ch^jter  on  Animas-LaPlata  Project  was  in  1987 
when  the  Chester  Conservatfon  Chaimian  opposed  the  Project  on  the  occaston  of  the  consideratjon  of 
the  Cotorado-Ute  Indtoi  Water  Ri^its  BiH   At  that  time,  ttie  Chapter  comptaioed  about  the  unacceptable 
environments  Impacts  of  the  prx^ect.  and'. ..the  negative  economics  of  a  h^f-bfllion  doOar  project  at  this 
time  of  severe  federal  deficits  and  iKX»rtain  economic  future,"  All  the  concerns  the  Chapter  expressed  at 
tt)at  lime  remain  retevatU 

StTKe  then,  ttie  evidence  of  environmental  impacts  has  developed  api  ovenwhelmirig  case  aOWSt 
the  Aoimas-LtfHata  A  Jeopar^Jy  opfrilon  on  the  endangered  Colorado  River  Squawfish  and  a  Draft 
Supptenrtental  Environmerttal  Impact  Statement  with  comments  and  puMc  hear1r>ge  add  to  the  record. 
This  statement  to  ttie  Energy  and  Water  Oevetopmerft  Subcommittee  win  not  review  thise  environmental 
objections. 

The  Congress  shou«  reject  the  Administration  request  for  FY  96  funding  because  the  ALP 
Project  cannot  be  justified  on  cost-efficiency  younds.  When  Bureau  of  Rectanatlon  Comntesioner 
Underwood  of  the  Bush  Administration  was  asked  the  benefit-cost  ration  without  ttra  sutjsidies,  incHxting 
the  325  per  cent  discount  rate,  he  reported  it  was  .6:1 ,  or  sixty  cents  of  benent  to  fhe  doOar.  Later,  in 
statements  to  the  Biiresu  of  Reclamation  commenting  on  the  Draft  Supplement  Environmental  impact 
Statement,  Professor  Charles  Howe  of  the  University  of  Cokxado  also  identified  the  tiue  nafiooal  benefit 
to  cost  ration  as  .6:1    Commenting  on  ttie  same  Draift  and  using  a  completely  independent  analysis, 
Professor  Dale  Lehman  of  Fort  Lewis  College  arrived  at  the  same  ratkj.  Professor  Lehman  went  further  by 
noting  that  a  .6:1  ratfo,  ussig  a  total  cost  of  $688  mSlkxi,  means  a  negative  present  value  of  $275  milSon. 
Professor  Lehman  reasons  that  if  hatt  of  that  figure  were  aiJocated  for  settlement  of  Indian  tvater  cJaims,lt 
would  more  thai  adequately  meet  the  claims  of  the  tribes  involved.  Finally  the  Bureau  shoukJ  be  asked 
atxxit  their  own  analysis,  promisad  In  the  ^  011994  but  not  yet  made  pubHc.  estimating  a  beneWoost 
r^to  that  is  .37:1. 

These  inetffciencles  are  corroborated  by  the  Department  of  Intertor's  Inspector  General  Audit 
Reportof  July  1994.  hi  this  report  tfie  auditor  concludes 

'...that  the  imgaiion  component  of  the  Animas-LaPlata  Project  shouW  be  reexamined  given  that 
the  Project  is  apperentty  neither  economicaBy  justified  nor  economic^  feasfcle.  WeestlmeBed 
ttiat  ttie  elimination  of  ttto  norvlndian  savings  irrigation  component  could  result  in  cost  savings 
ranging  from  $134  milfion  to  $171  millkxi.  We  also  estimated  that  the  Goverrment  could  recover 
up  to  an  adcfitional  $59  mation  of  its  construction  investment  if  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Tribes  were 
to  ayee  to  an  arrangement  whereby  water  currsoay  designaed  for  irrigation  use  was  converted  to 
mtinicipal  end  Industrial  use.' 
Looked  at  In  another  way,  the  Animas-LaPlata  amounts  to  welfare  for  the  inigator  recipient  The  present 
vahje  ofcapitalinvestment  per  Inigated  acre  Is  $7,613  of  which  the  irrigator  peys  only  $303   Ttiis  amowns 
to  a  $7,310  subsidy  per  acre,  or  a  $731 ,000  subsidy  for  a  one  hundred  acre  inigator.  And  unlike  weHare 
for  dependsfftt  ctifldren,  wtw  eventuaBy  become  independant  the  welfare  goes  on  forever  in  the  fomi  of 
reduced  power  costs  to  the  three  hundred  prospective  beneficiaries  who  have  signed  up  tor  project 
(trtgation  water.  For  the  $688  milBon  project  to<al  costs  are  $513  mHion  for  irrigaJion,  of  whteh  the  irrigator 
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pays  $20  mfflion. 

There  is  no  ImmecHate  iustXicadon  for  the  project,  as  far  as  the  municipai  and  in(]uBtrial  portions  are 
concerned.  The  ecorvxny  of  Southwestern  Colorado  is  thriving;  the  main  concem  is  for  ways  to  control 
the  Impacts  of  out-of-control  growth.  Durango  is  presently  examining  attemaOves  to  future  water  supply 
other  than  the  nrtneral  laden  Anknas  River    And  despKe  ttie  impatient  complaint  from  the  trfoes,  ttwre  Is 
no  irnmediate  need  for  the  project.  In  a  recant  statement  in  the  Durango  HafaM  attached  to  ttiis 
documem.  Wbat  attorneys  said  coal  development  which  is  what  the  nuirricipel  water  is  for,  could  be  as 
much  as  flity  years  from  now. 

This  is  a  project  vvtthout  present  justification    Given  th»  overwhekning  concern  for  reducir>g 
federal  expenditures,  we  urge  ttw  suticommittee  to  deny  the  administration  request  tor  ALP  Pro)ect 
funding  for  FY96.  Instead,  we  urge  that  the  admlnistialion  work  with  the  trbee  to  find  lower  cost  arxJ  loss 
ertvironmentany  damagir>g  tftematives 

On  behalf  of  the  Roci«y  Mountain  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  aub.  we  thani<  the  Chafrman  for  this 
opportunity  to  coiTOT»ent  for  Bie  record. 


j/fS^^.Ar^ 


Heidi  R.  Artjury.  Chair 

Hooky  Mountain  Chapter.  Sterra  Club 

prepared  by 

James  C.  [Tecker,  AnirrBs-LaPlata  Issue  Cooidinakx 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Potter. 

As  you  stated,  this  committee  is  very  familiar  with  Animas-La 
Plata.  We  find  ourselves  somewhat  in  the  middle  of — never  quite 
in  litigation,  but  in  between  trying  to  resolve  the  differences  years 
ago,  when  this  Animas-La  Plata  was  proposed  as  a  mitigation  for 
the  problem  of  Indian  water  rights.  The  Indian  tribes  agreed  to  it, 
the  United  States  Government  agreed  to  it;  and  then  there  was,  as 
you  remember,  historically,  a  problem  with  the  environmental 
issue.  That  was  resolved,  we  thought  by  all  the  parties  concerned. 
Now  it  is  all  opened  up  again. 

We  find  ourselves  with  an  agreement  that  constitutes  a  treaty, 
which  is  a  higher  calling  than  statutory.  So  we  find  ourselves 
somewhat  in  the  middle  of  this  thing.  We  are  trying  to  do  what  is 
the  right  thing. 

So  I  thank  you  for  your  testimony.  We  realize  there  are  dif- 
ferences of  opinion.  But  it  was  settled  twice,  as  far  as  I  understand 
it,  and  now  it  is  open  again. 

Ms.  Potter.  Well,  I  think,  as  Mr.  Frost  will  tell  you,  that  his 
tribe  does  not  expect  to  receive  the  benefit  of  the  bargain.  If  a  bar- 
gain was  made,  they  don't  expect  to  be  benefited  by  it.  And  that 
is  what  he  will  tell  you  today  and  ask  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  for  your  testimony. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
NEBRASKA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  DOUG  BEREUTER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEBRASKA 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  hear  our  colleague  from  Ne- 
braska, Mr.  Bereuter. 

Doug,  pleased  to  have  you.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be 
placed  in  the  record.  You  may  continue  as  you  care  to. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill. 
Nice  to  be  with  you  again.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  hear 
from  Members  and  other  parties.  I  know  it  is  a  big  job  for  you  this 
year,  and  probably  bigger  than  usual. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  requests  are 
really  to  support  the  administration's  requested  levels  for  the  Mis- 
souri River  Mitigation  Project  and  several  others  that  I  am  going 
to  mention.  I  would  emphasize  that  the  Missouri  River  Mitigation 
Project  is  for  an  area  that  includes  four  States — Iowa,  Nebraska, 
Kansas  and  Missouri.  I  have  always  taken  something  of  a  lead  in 
asking  for  this  on  behalf  of  the  delegations  of  those  four  States. 

This  is  an  attempt  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  wildlife  and  environ- 
ment because  of  the  Pick-Sloan  Project.  It  is  making  progress  now; 
we  started  a  little  late  on  it,  but  it  is  one  good  answer  to  a  drastic 
change  in  the  Corps'  management  plan  for  the  Missouri  River. 

There  is  a  request  for  the  Missouri  River  Natural  Recreation 
Project  which  traces  back  to  my  predecessor  in  Congress.  I  am  en- 
dorsing the  administration's  request  for  $200,000.  That  is  the  typi- 
cal amount  used  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  works  previously 
built. 
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The  Antelope  Creek  Flood  Control  and  Drainage  Study  is  a  very 
important  effort.  I  support  the  administration's  request  for  this. 

This  is  a  project  in  the  heart  of  the  largest  city  in  my  district. 
We  have  a  major  potential  flooding  problem  because  of  obsolete 
conduits  in  that  area  that  go  beneath  the  city's  center  itself  So  the 
University  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Natural  Resources 
District  and  the  City  of  Lincoln  are  working  together  with  the 
State  of  Nebraska  on  that  effort. 

I  would  very  much  like  to  see  it  continued.  There  is  an  adminis- 
tration request  for  funds  for  the  Lower  Platte  River  and  Tribu- 
taries Flood  Control  Study.  I  strongly  support  the  administration's 
request  of  $441,000  to  study  the  problems  with  the  Platte  River. 
We  have  had  recent  large  floods  in  this  area.  Today  there  is  a  con- 
vergence of  streams  that  come  together  all  at  one  point,  and  it  has 
been  a  major  problem  that  actually  shut  down  1-80  two  years  ago 
for  some  time,  two  days. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee,  I  would  Hke  to 
focus  what  little  time  I  have  remaining,  after  emphasizing  my 
strong  support  for  the  projects  I  mentioned,  which  are  all  consist- 
ent with  the  administration's  request,  to  express  my  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  administration's  effort  to  radically  revise  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  mission.  Unfortunately,  the  administration's 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1996  proposes  to  eliminate  the  Corps's  role 
in  local  projects. 

I  believe  that  is  of  concern  to  you  two  gentlemen  as  well.  Instead, 
the  Corps  would  focus  on  projects  that  benefit  at  least  two  States. 
The  rigid  set  of  criteria  which  has  been  proposed  would  greatly  re- 
strict the  Corps's  presence  in  numerous  States.  If  you  take  a  look 
at  the  focus  only  on  projects  that  benefit  at  least  two  States,  you 
can  know  that  is  not  well  thought  out;  imagine  what  it  does  to  the 
Continental  Divide  States.  It  exempts  almost  every  imaginable  part 
of  my  State,  because  it  all  drains  basically  into  one  basin  in  the 
whole  State. 

Under  the  new  criteria,  the  projects  would  be  limited  to  those 
where  more  than  half  the  damage  floodwaters  come  from  outside 
the  boundaries  of  the  State  where  the  damage  occurs. 

Also  where  the  ratio  is  2  or  greater  and  the  non-Federal  sponsor 
must  provide  not  25  percent,  not  50  percent,  but  75  percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  project.  These  requirements  set  an  impossibly  high 
threshold  for  many  necessary  and  worthy  projects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  proposed  changes  would  result  in  a 
seriously  shortsighted  and  misguided  policy.  It  would  delay  ur- 
gently needed  projects  and  result  in  unnecessary  costs  for  States. 
If  this  policy  is  implemented,  each  State  would  be  forced  to  obtain 
the  contracting,  engineering  and  construction  experience  which  the 
Corps  already  possesses. 

I  believe  the  administration  should  concur  with  clear  congres- 
sional intent  and  continue  its  involvement  in  the  local  flood  control 
and  small  waters  projects. 
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Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  mention  that  one  of  my  constitu- 
ents and  one  of  Congressman  Johnson's  constituents,  Mr.  Darrell 
Curry  and  Mr.  Jim  Peterson  of  Vermillion,  South  Dakota,  will  tes- 
tify later  on  behalf  of  one  project. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bereuter  follows:] 
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TESniVIONYBY 

REIKESE^aV^31VE  DOUG  BEKBLTTER 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  SUBCXJVllVIirraE 

CN  BSERGY  AND  WAIER  APFRCMOAIICWS 

MARCH  22, 1995 


Sumnary  of  funding  requests: 

I.  Missouri  Rivsr  Mitigation  Project: 

Sappact  the  Administraticxi's  request  of  $5.7  inilliOTJ  for  this  project, 
v^di  offers  numerous  advantages  over  the  Carps'  proposed  changes  in  the 
Missouri  River  Ifaster  Manual. 


2.     Missouri  Natica^al  Rscreaticm  River  Project: 

Si^jport  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization  Comnittee's  request  for 
$200,000  to  be  appropriated  for  c^jeration  and  maintenance  of  works  previously 
built  under  Section  32  Streambaiik  Erosicxi  Ocaitrol  and  DemonstraticHi  Act. 


3.  Antelope  Creek  Flood  Oontrol  and  Drainage  Stuc3v: 

SiQ3port  the  Administration's  request  of  $90,000  for  the  Antelc^ie  Creek 
Flood  OcMTtrol  and  Drainage  Study  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in 
oocperaticxi  vdth  the  City  of  Lincoln,  Nebrciska,  the  IMiversity  of  Nebraska, 
and  the  Lower  Platte  South  Natural  Resources  District. 


4.  Lower  Platte  River  and  Tritutaries  Flood  Control  Study: 

St^jport  the  Administraticai's  request  of  $441,000  to  study  the  flood 
prcblens  involving  the  Platte  River  and  its  tributaries.  This  is  an  urgent 
need! 
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TESTIMCMY  BY 

REFRESEtfEAIIVE  DODS  BEStEtTTER 

VEFCBE  THE  BCXJSB  SaBOaonTTEB 

CM  ENBRGY  AMD  KATEK  APFROFKIAnCMS 

MARCH  22,    1995 

Oiadnnan  Myers,  Ocmgressinan  Bevill,  and  members  of  the  Subocnmittee, 
thank  you  for  the  c^jportunity  to  appear  before  your  subcommittee  to  si:pport 
funding  for  several  projects  and  programs  of  interest  to  m/  constituents  and 
citizens  in  Nebraska. 

As  in  the  past  yeeirs  ray  main  focus  is  to  support  projects  along  the 
Missouri  River  vAiich  are  proposed  in  order  to  ocnpensate  for  some  of  the 
envircxTmental  damage  inflicted  i;fxxi  local  landowners,  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  eLLong  the  river,  and  sedimentaticxi  problems  in  Lewis  euvl  Clark 
Reservoir  as  a  result  of  the  v^istream  Federal  dams  an  the  Missouri  River  and 
the  Federal  Government's  channelizaticn  of  the  river  below  Sioux  City,  Iowa. 

is Missouri  River  Mitigation  Project; 

Mr.  Chairmcin,  I  e^reciate  the  st^jport  that  the  Subcaranittee  has  shown 
for  the  Missouri  Mitigation  Project  in  previous  years.  I  wish  to  express  my 
stTCTxr  support  for  the  $5.7  millJOTi  which  has  been  recfuested  by  the 

Administraticai  for  this  project  for  FY96. This  funding  level,  along  vrith  the 

$4  millicyt  unctoligated  carryover  available  to  be  expended  in  FY96.  would  help 
ensure  that  this  cyigoing  project  vAiich  includes  numerous  sites  can  be 
oonpleted  in  an  expeditious  manner. 

Funding  is  needed  to  restore  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  lost  due  to  the 
Federally  ^xaisored  channelization  and  stabilizaticffi  projects  of  the  Pick- 
Sloan  era.  The  islands,  wetlands,  and  flat  floo(^lains  needed  to  support  the 
wildlife  and  waterfcwl  that  caice  lived  along  the  river  are  gone.  An  estimated 
475,000  acres  of  habitat  in  Icwa,  Nebraska,  Missouri  and  Kansas  have  been 
lost.  Today's  fishery  resources  are  estimated  to  be  only  one-fifth  of  those 
which  existed  in  pre-developnent  days. 

I  believe  the  Missouri  River  Mitigation  Project  addresses  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  ccxioems  much  more  effectively  than  the  Corps'  overv*ielmingly 
urpcpular  and  ill-oonoeived  proposed  changes  to  the  Missouri  River  Master 
Manual.  Althou^  the  Corps'  prx^xDsed  plan  is  designed  to  iitprove  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat,  these  environmental  issues  are  already  being  addressed  by 
the  Missouri  River  Mitigation  Project.  In  1986  the  Congress  authorized  over 
$50  millicai  to  fund  the  Missouri  ItLver  Mitigation  Project  to  restore  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  lost  due  to  the  construction  of  structures  to  iitplement  the 
Pick-Sloan  plan. 

If  additional  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  is  needed  to  provide  for  the 
requirements  of  the  endangered  ^secies  act,  then  I  believe  that  an  expanded 
Missouri  River  Mitigaticm  Plan  should  be  ocaisidered  as  an  alternative  to 
trying  to  change  the  management  of  the  Missouri  River  flows  to  "stimulate  a 
natural  paring  rise"  for  threatened  and  endangered  species.  TlTe  draft 
€nvirx>nmental  statement  does  not  provide  adequate  positive  iirpacts  to  justify 
this  rise  in  flows.  The  1986  Act  which  authorized  the  project  indicated  that 
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if  the  authcorlzed  funding  level  proved  to  be  inadequate  to  cxaiiplete  the 
Missouri  River  Mitigaticxi  effort,  then  a  new  study  should  be  begun  to 
determine  additicwial  needs.  I  believe  the  Corps  should  initiate  such  a  stuciy 
at  this  time. 

2.  Missouri  NationcLL  RecreatiOTi  River  Proiec±; 

I  understand  that  Mr.  IDarrell  Curry  frcni  Newcastle,  Nebraska,  and  Mr. 
Jim  Petersen  frcm  Vermillion,  South  Dakota,  will  appear  before  this 
subocmnittee  later  today  to  onoe  testify  in  si^^port  of  the  Missouri  National 
Recreaticn  River  Project  on  b^iadf  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilizaticxi 
Oonrdttee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Missouri  National  Recreation  River  Project  addresses  a 
serious  problem  by  protecting  the  river  banks  frcro  the  extraordinary  and 
excessive  erosion  rates  caused  by  the  sporadic  and  varying  releases  from  the 
Gavins  Point  Dam.  Ihis  erosicai  is  a  direct  result  of  previous  work  an  the 
river  by  the  Federal  Government;  therefore,  I  believe  this  project  is  fully 
justified  for  Federal  financial  assistance.  Today.  I  am  endorsing  their 
request  for  $200.000  to  be  appropriated  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  worics 
previously  built  under  Sectioi  32  Streambank  Erosion  Control  and  DemcHTStration 
Act. 

3.  Antelope  Creek  Flood  Control  and  Drainage  Study; 

I  also  si^sport  the  Administration's  request  of  $90,000  for  the  Antelope 
Creek  Flood  Control  and  Drainage  Study  by  the  U.S.  Array  Corps  of  Engineers  in 
cooperation  with  the  City  of  Lincoln,  Nebraska,  the  University  of  Nebraska, 
and  the  Lower  Platte  South  Naturcd  Resources  District.  Ihe  purpose  of  the 
project  is  to  find  a  solutioi  to  molti-faceted  probleans  involving  the  flood 
control  and  drcdnage  prt^lems  in  Antelcpe  Creek  as  well  as  existing 
tran^xartation  and  seifety  prc±)lesns  all  within  the  ccaitext  of  broad  land  use 


4.  Lower  Platte  River  and  Tributaries  Flood  Control  Study: 

Flooding  in  1993  tenporarily  closed  Interstate-80  and  seriously 
threatened  the  Lincoln  municipal  water  system  v*iich  is  located  along  the 
Platte  River  near  Ashland,  Nebraska.  Additional  flood  sites  included  areas 
located  to  the  west  of  my  ccaigressional  district.  Serious  flooding  also 
occurred  along  the  EUchom  River,  v*iich  is  a  major  tributary  to  the  Platte 
River.  Ihese  and  other  exaitples  illustrate  a  need  to  fonmilate  and  evaluate 
alternative  acticxis  to  alleviate  future  problems. 

Last  yeeir  the  House  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee  c^:proved 
my  request  for  authorizaticMi  for  the  Array  Corps  of  Eiigineers  to  conduct  a 
flood  ocxTttrol  study  for  the  Lower  Platte  River.  The  FY95  Energy  and  Water 
appropriations  bill  contained  a  funding  level  of  $160,000  for  this  study, 
vAiich  will  consist  of  two  stages  —  a  reocainaissance  phase  and  a  feasibility 
phase.  The  recoTnaissanoe  study  will  begin  in  May. 
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I  strongly  support  the  Administration's  recaiest  of  $441.000  to  study  the 
flood  prc^leaTB  involving  the  Platte  River  and  its  tributaries.  This  is  an 
urgent  needj 

Finally,  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  would  like  to  take  this  c^^ortunity  to  esqjress 
my  strcHig  cfiposition  to  the  Administration's  efforts  to  radically  revise  the 
Army  Corps  of  Qigineer's  mission.  Unfortunately,  the  Administration's  budget 
for  FY96  proposes  to  eliminate  the  Corps'  role  in  local  projects.  Instead, 
the  Corps  vnuld  focus  caily  on  projects  that  benefit  at  least  two  states.  The 
rigid  set  of  criteria  v*iich  has  been  prc^xased  would  greatly  restrict  the 
Corps'  presence  in  numerous  states.  Under  the  new  criteria,  projects  would  be 
limited  to  those  in  v*iicli  1)  more  than  half  the  damaging  flood  water  cones 
fron  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  state  vAiere  the  damage  is  occurring;  2)  the 
benefit-to-oost-ratio  is  two  or  greater;  and  3)  the  non-Federal  sponsor  is 
able  and  willing  to  pay  75  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  the  project.  These 
requirements  set  an  impossibly  hic^  threshold  for  many  necessary  and  worthy 
projects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposed  changes  would  result  in  a  seriously  short- 
sifted  and  misguided  policy.  It  would  delay  urgently  needed  projects  and 
result  in  unnecessary  costs  for  states.  If  this  policy  is  iiiplemented,  each 
state  would  be  forced  to  obtain  the  contracting,  engineering,  and  construction 
e}<perienoe  v*iich  the  Corps  already  possesses.  I  believe  the  AdrainistratiOTi 
should  ocaxxir  with  clear  Congressional  intent  and  continue  its  involvement  in 
locad.  flood  control  and  small  water  projects. 

Thank  you.  Chairman  Myers,  Congressman  Bevill,  other  members  of  the 
Subccninittee,  and  k^  staff  mesmbers  for  your  past  assistance.  I  very  much 
appreciate  this  opportunity  to  speak  on  behalf  of  these  projects  v*iich  are 
inportant  to  Nebraska  and  the  1st  Congressional  District,  as  well  as  to  the 
pecple  living  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Doug,  we  are  very  concerned  about  these  proposed  rules  and  reg- 
ulations that  have  been  issued.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  asked  the  di- 
vision engineers — most  of  them  are  major  generals,  and  they  each 
cover  jurisdiction  in  many  States,  as  you  know — to  tell  us  of  any 
city  or  county  in  their  division  of  several  States  which  could  afford 
to  pay  75  percent  of  the  cost  of  flood  control.  And  they  couldn't 
think  of  one.  They  tried  but  they  couldn't  think  of  one. 

So  that  means,  if  that  is  adopted,  which  I  don't  think  it  will  be, 
then  in  that  event  there  won't  be  any  flood  control  projects.  Then 
we  will  have  one  disaster  after  another  with  the  loss  of  property 
that  we  count  and  the  loss  of  lives  that  we  can't  put  a  value  on, 
of  course. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  I  am  sure  that  is  true,  and  I  appreciate  the  bipar- 
tisan leadership  you  have  had  in  trying  to  keep  the  appropriate 
Corps  role  in  these  kind  of  activities.  I  will  be  supportive  of  your 
efforts. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Doug,  for  your  fine  testimony.  As 
you  see,  we  concur  in  your  view.  It  just  doesn't  make  any  sense  at 
all.  This  proposal  wouldn't  work.  It  certainly  doesn't  do  the  job  that 
we  feel  is  a  responsibility  for  our  subcommittee  as  well  as  the 
Corps. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  A  loss  of  a  great  asset  for  the  country. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
ANIMAS  LA  PLATA  PROJECT 
WITNESS 
RAY  FROST,  SOUTHERN  UTES  GRASSROOTS  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  hear  from  Ray  Frost  from 
the  Southern  Ute  Tribe  Grassroots  Committee. 

Mr.  Frost,  your  prepared  statement,  if  you  have  one  there,  will 
be  placed  in  the  record.  You  may  proceed  for  five  minutes  any  way 
you  like. 

Mr.  Frost.  Good  afternoon.  Members  of  the  committee,  Mr. 
Chairman.  First  of  all,  let  me  clarify  the  statement  that  you  had 
made  that  the  Animas-La  Plata  water  settlement  was  a  treaty. 

I  beg  to  differ  on  that,  sir.  Treaties  are  made  between  two  enti- 
ties, two  different  governments,  and  this  is  not  a  treaty.  The 
Animas-La  Plata  Project  was  developed  and  an  agreement  was 
reached  by  various  different  entities  and  governments  and  water 
boards.  So  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  make  that  clarifica- 
tion. 

I  will  now  proceed  into  my  testimony.  My  name  is  Ray  C.  Frost. 
I  am  an  elected  councilman  from  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe  in 
Colorado.  I  am  also  the  Chairman  of  the  Southern  Ute  Grassroots 
Committee  which  opposes  development  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Reclamation  Project. 

I  want  to  be  clear  about  who  I  am  speaking  for  today.  I  speak 
for  the  Grassroots  Committee,  a  group  of  tribal  members  that  is  ac- 
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tively  campaigning  against  the  ALP;  and  I  speak  for  the  popular 
majority  of  the  Southern  Ute  tribal  members  that  elected  me  fol- 
lowing a  campaign  that  was  centered  on  opposition  to  the  ALP. 
Since  my  election,  there  have  been  other  tribal  elections  which 
make  clear  that  my  people  are,  at  best,  deeply  divided  about  the 
ALP. 

In  thinking  about  the  ALP  and  what  I  might  say,  the  following 
analogy  came  to  mind.  When  hunting  buffalo,  my  ancestors  often 
employed  a  strategy  of  stampeding  the  herd  over  a  cliff.  Once  the 
herd  was  in  motion,  pitfalls  that  would  have  stopped  or  swayed  in- 
dividual animals  or  even  small  groups  of  animals  became  invisible. 
This  is  the  strategy  of  the  proponents  of  the  ALP. 

Congress  and  many  of  my  people  are  among  the  stampeding  herd 
that  stumbles  blindly  in  their  support  of  this  project.  On  behalf  of 
the  people  I  represent,  I  ask  you  to  pause,  let  the  dust  clear,  and 
take  a  hard  look  at  where  this  project  stands.  We  urge  you  to  con- 
sider the  following. 

You  are  being  asked  to  start  a  $710  million  project  that  may 
never  be  able  to  operate  beyond  one-third  capacity. 

The  only  project  plan  the  BOR  has  authority  to  proceed  with,  the 
reasonable  and  prudent  alternative,  will  not  fulfill  the  promises 
made  to  the  Colorado  Ute  people.  In  other  words,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  other  cost-share  participants  could  spend  this  enor- 
mous sum  developing  a  project  that  only  operates  at  one-third  ca- 
pacity and  then  be  sued  by  both  Colorado  Ute  Tribes  to  come  up 
with  an  alternative  way  to  satisfy  the  Tribes'  historic  water  claims. 
An  attached  article  suggests  the  likelihood  of  this  scenario  with  re- 
spect to  the  Ute  Mountain  Utes. 

As  for  the  Southern  Utes,  I  have  seen  nothing  that  suggests  my 
people  are  ready  to  waive  any  part  of  the  promises  that  were  made 
in  the  1986  settlement  agreement.  The  Southern  Ute  people  are 
largely  unaware  that  the  project  now  contemplated  will  have  no  In- 
dian delivery  systems  and  no  guarantee  that  tribal  water  could 
ever  be  sold  to  downstream  markets.  Information  the  Grassroots 
Committee  has  obtained  suggests  that  our  people  will  not  be  able 
to  afford  ALP  water  even  if  there  were  a  way  to  use  it. 

The  BOR  accounting  office  has  been  quietly  advising  in  its  an- 
nual project  data  sheets,  that  since,  1993  the  completion  cost  for 
the  ALP,  as  presently  designed,  exceeds  the  available  congressional 
appropriation  ceiling.  Is  this  Congress  prepared  to  pass  a  ceiling 
increase  that  will  ensure  completion  of  the  ALP  notwithstanding 
its  many  problems? 

Then  I  would  caution  this  Congress  that  if  we  have  to  spend 
more  of  tribal  funds  to  build  a  reservoir  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  non- 
Indians,  you  have  gone  far  beyond  recognizing  the  government-to- 
government  relationship  that  your  President,  our  President  said 
here  back  in  the  spring  when  all  the  Indians  had  gathered,  that 
we  would  be  recognized  as  a  govemment-to-government  and  that 
our  concerns  would  be  brought  forth  and  be  looked  at  and  be  con- 
sidered. 

The  EPA  recently  advised  that  serious  problems  remain  with  the 
ALP  and  that  a  comprehensive  and  contemporary  examination  of 
alternatives  is  the  only  course  which  will  lead  to  a  timely  resolu- 
tion of  these  complex  issues. 


730 

The  New  Mexico  legislature  has  withdrawn  its  support  for  the 
ALP  and  the  New  Mexico  Attorney  General,  citing  profound  defects 
in  the  project,  has  also  called  for  a  new  analysis  of  project  alter- 
natives, including  ones  which  would  allow  for  New  Mexico's  with- 
drawal from  the  project. 

Within  the  last  year  the  DOI  Inspector  General  declared  the  ALP 
economically  infeasible  and  found  that  solid  commitments  to  cost- 
share  or  repay  by  many  project  participants  remained  outstanding. 
Is  it  responsible  for  the  Federal  Government  to  start  construction 
before  all  relevant  commitments  are  obtained  and  these  commit- 
ments have  been  proved  substantial? 

I  ask  you  to  look  deeply  at  the  circumstances  that  attend  the 
ALP  on  the  Southern  Ute  Reservation. 

Mr.  Myers.  Could  you  summarize  in  about  30  seconds?  Your  five 
minutes  is  up,  please. 

Mr.  Frost.  In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  before  this  com- 
mittee to  ask  you  not  to  make  any  appropriation  to  the  ALP  con- 
struction, because  the  cost  and  benefits  are  not  even — do  not 
equate  to  what  you  are  going  to  be  appropriating,  as  it  will  be  what 
amounts  to  what  we,  the  Southern  Ute  tribe,  will  benefit  from.  I 
wish  there  were  more  time  to  go  through  and  make  a  more  positive 
prospect  on  this  particular  thing  that  I  speak  of  before  you.  And 
I  know  you  have  some  time,  and  I  hope  that  what  I  have  said  here 
today  does  fall  upon  your  ears  and  that  you  see  this  issue  objec- 
tively. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  in  the  record,  Mr. 
Frost.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Frost  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  RAY  FROST 

BEFORE  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  THE  HOUSE 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

MARCH  22,  1995 


Good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Ray  Frost.  I  am  an  elected  Tribal  Councilman  for  the  Southern  Ute 
Indian  Tribe  in  Colorado.  I  am  also  the  Chairman  of  the  Southern  Ute  Grassroots  Committee  that  opposes 
development  of  the  Animas  La-Plata  Reclamation  Project  (ALP). 

I  want  to  be  clear  about  who  I  am  speaking  for  today:  I  speak  for  the  Grassroots  Committee,  a 
group  of  Tribal  members  that  is  actively  campaigning  against  the  ALP,  and  I  speak  for  the  popular 
majority  of  Southern  Ute  Tribal  members  that  elected  me  following  a  campaign  that  was  centered  on 
opposition  to  the  ALP.  Since  my  election  there  have  been  other  Tribal  elections  which  make  clear  that  my 
people  are  at  best  deeply  divided  about  the  ALP. 

In  thinking  about  the  ALP  and  what  I  might  say,  the  following  analogy  came  to  mind.  When 
hunting  buffalo,  my  ancestors  often  employed  a  strategy  of  stampeding  a  herd  over  a  cliff.  Once  the  herd 
was  in  motion,  pitfalls  that  would  have  stopped  or  s\\a\ed  individual  animals  or  even  small  groups  of 
animals  became  invisible. 

This  is  the  strategy  of  the  proponents  of  the  ALP.  Congress  and  many  of  my  people  are  among 
the  stampeding  herd  that  stumbles  blindly  in  their  support  of  this  project.    On  behalf  of  the  people  I 
represent  I  ask  you  to  pause,  let  the  dust  clear,  and  take  a  hard  look  at  where  this  project  stands.  We  urge 
you  to  consider  the  following; 


You  are  being  asked  to  start  a  $710  million  project  that  may  never  be  able  to  operate  beyond  1/3 
capacity. 

The  only  project  plan  the  BOR  has  authority  to  proceed  with  (The  Reasonable  and  Prudent 
Alternative)  will  not  fulfill  the  promise  made  to  the  Colorado  Ute  people  (Attachment  A).  In  other 
words,  the  Federal  Government  and  other  cost  share  participants  could  spend  this  enormous  sum, 
develop  a  project  that  could  only  operate  at  1/3  capacity  and  then  be  sued  by  both  Colorado  Ute  Tribes 
to  come  up  with  an  alternative  way  to  satisfy  the  Tribes'  historic  water  claims.  An  attached  article 
suggests  the  likelihood  of  this  scenario  with  respect  to  the  Ute  Mountain  Utes  (Attachment  B).  As  for 
the  Southem  Utes,  1  have  seen  nothing  that  suggests  my  people  are  ready  to  waive  any  part  of  the 
promises  that  were  made  in  the  1986  Settlement  Agreement.  The  Southem  Ute  people  are  largely 
unaware  that  the  project  now  contemplated  wi'J  have  no  Indian  delivery  systems  and  no  guarantee  that 
Tribal  water  could  ever  be  sold  to  downstream  markets.  Information  the  Grassroots  Committee  has 
obtained  suggests  that  our  people  will  not  be  able  to  afford  ALP  water  even  if  there  were  a  way  to  use 


•  The  BOR  accounting  office  has  been  quietly  advising  in  its  annual  project  data  sheets  since  1993  that 
the  completion  cost  for  the  ALP,  as  presently  designed,  exceeds  the  available  Congressional 
appropriation  ceiling.  Is  this  Congress  prepared  to  pass  a  ceiling  increase  that  will  ensure  completion 
of  the  ALP  notwithstanding  its  many  problems? 

•  The  EPA  recently  advised  that  serious  problems  remain  with  the  ALP  and  that  a  "comprehensive  and 
contemporary  examination  of  alternatives  is  the  only  course  which  will  lead  to  a  timely  resolution  of 
these  complex  issues"  (Attachment  C). 
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•  The  New  Mexico  Legislature  has  withdrawn  its  support  for  the  ALP  and  the  New  Mexico  Attorney 
General,  citing  "profound"  defects  in  the  project,  has  also  called  for  a  new  analysis  of  project 
alternatives  including  ones  which  would  allow  for  New  Mexico's  withdrawal  from  the  project 
(Attachment  D). 

•  Within  the  last  year  the  DOI  Inspector  General  declared  the  ALP  "economically  infeasible"  and  found 
that  solid  commitments  to  cost  share  or  repay  by  many  project  participants  remained  outstanding.  Is  it 
responsible  for  the  Federal  Government  to  start  construction  before  all  relevant  commitments  are 
obtained  and  these  commitments  have  been  proved  substantial? 

I  ask  you  to  look  deeply  at  the  circumstances  that  attend  the  ALP  on  the  Southern  Ute 
Reservation.  I  believe  there  are  other  Tribal  Council  members  who  oppose  the  ALP.  The  Tribal 
Chairman,  who  together  with  our  Tribal  attorney  has  marshaled  support  for  this  project  for  almost  30  years, 
must  step  down  next  year  because  of  term  limitations  in  our  Tribal  Constitution.  Our  Tribe's  official 
support  for  the  ALP  may  go  with  him. 

I  urge  you  to  carefully  study  the  implications  of  the  recall  election  that  occurred  on  our 
reservation  in  February  of  1 990.  A  majority  of  our  Tribal  members  voted  to  oust  ( 1 83  to  1 82  )  our  current 
Chairman  and  several  of  his  supporters  because  of  dissatisfaction  with  their  leadership  on  a  number  of 
issues  including  the  ALP.  During  the  24  hour  period  after  the  vote,  the  time  allotted  for  the  election  judges 
to  submit  the  election  result  to  the  Tribal  Council,  our  Tribal  Attorney  interceded  and  prevailed  on  the 
election  judges  to  disqualify  one  opposing  vote  making  it  a  tie.  The  tie  favored  the  incumbents.  In  this 
way  support  for  the  ALP  was  maintained  within  our  Tribal  Council  (Attachment  E). 

In  conclusion,  I  have  some  specific  suggestions  for  you: 

•  Embrace  the  expanding  calls  for  alternative  analysis.  I  believe  that  this  is  your  fiduciary  duty  to 
Federal  taxpayers  and  the  only  prudent  thing  to  do  under  the  circumstances.  The  construction  fiinding 
that  has  been  requested  to  move  a  natural  gas  pipeline  in  the  Ridges  Basin  Reservoir  site  could  be 
redirected  to  this  purpose.  The  BOR  has  unspent  ALP  ftinding  that  could  also  be  applied  to  this  task. 

•  Direct  that  a  downsized  and  redesigned  "Indian  only"  project  be  identified  and  studied.  A  number  of 
officials  including  the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation  are  on  record  as  stating  that  the  ALP  survives 
only  because  of  its  Indian  component.  If  this  is  true  why  not  isolate  the  Indian  component  and  analyze 
it  independently?  What  would  it  cost  to  build  such  a  project?  What  would  be  the  price  for  the  water 
upon  delivery?  If  such  a  project  were  identified,  it  would  then  make  sense  to  identify  and  analyze 
"Indian  only"  alternatives.  My  people  have  never  been  allowed  to  consider  a  choice  of  this  nature. 
Don't  be  fooled  by  arguments  that  there  are  no  Indian  alternatives  to  the  ALP.  There  are  many.  Our 
Grassroots  Committee  has  described  some  of  them  in  proposals  to  both  the  EPA  and  BOR  (there  is 
likewise  an  array  of  workable  options  for  most  non-Indian  project  participants).  We  know  about  the 
positive  results  that  followed  an  approach  of  this  kind  in  connection  with  the  CUP.  Our  northern  Utah 
cousins  replaced  an  outdated  and  broken  water  settlement  with  a  new  settlement  package  that  was 
better  for  their  Tribe  and  cheaper  for  the  Federal  Government. 

I  need  to  stress  the  importance  of  your  pro-active  support  for  the  suggested  direction  changes.  Do 
not  wait  for  leadership  on  ideas  like  this  to  come  from  our  Tribal  establishment  Our  Tribe  has  been 
dominated  for  almost  30  years  by  a  Tribal  Attorney  who  has  simultaneously  and  continuously  represented 
many  non-Indian  interests  that  have  a  tremendous  stake  in  the  ALP  as  presently  designed.  The  ideas  I 
bring  to  you  do  not  serve  the  objectives  of  his  other  clients.  Our  Tribal  Attorney  has  powerful  tools  which 
he  artfully  and  consistently  applies  to  keep  the  herd  stampeding  (Attachment  F). 
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For  example,  this  past  weekend  I  was  strongly  criticized  in  the  Durango  press  for  working  to 
undermine  Tribal  Sovereignty.  Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth.  1  am  entirely  dedicated  to  the  task 
of  bringing  opportunity  for  my  Tribe  to  exercise  its  sovereignty  with  full  information  and  understanding 
about  its  options  and  choices,  free  from  inappropriate  pressures  and  influences. 

I  have  been  asked  to  share  one  final  message.  Many  Southern  Utes  are  deeply  troubled  about  the 
long  term  implications  of  the  ALP.  I  speak  of  the  irony  that  our  historic  water  rights  are  serving  to  destroy 
resources  and  core  values  that  are  fundamental  to  our  identity  as  American  Indians.  We  Southern  Utes  are 
asking,  "Isn't  there  some  way  our  water  rights  can  be  applied  that  will  provide  for  our  essential  needs  but 
still  protect  and  preserve  the  land  and  waters  that  provided  for  our  ancestors?"  Please  help  us  answer  these 
questions  before  any  construction  begins  on  the  ALP.  It  is  wrong  to  ask  the  Southern  Ute  people  to  make 
the  environmental  sacrifices  called  for  by  the  ALP  to  provide  the  region  with  an  unnecessary  water  project, 
particularly  when  feasible  alternatives  have  not  been  fully  explored. 

Please  do  not  be  like  the  buffalo.  You  are  proven  leaders  who  have  the  power  to  stop  the  herd  and 
redirect  its  path.  I  hope  I  have  provided  sufficient  reasons  for  you  to  do  so  in  connection  with  the  funding 
issues  before  you. 

Thank  you  for  you  time  and  attention.  I  will  be  pleased  to  respond  to  an>  questions. 
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WITNESS 

HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague  from  New  Mexico,  Mr.  Richardson. 
Your  statement,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record  and  you  may  proceed  in  the  next  five  minutes  any  way  you 
like. 

Mr.  Richardson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  to  Mr.  Bevill. 
This  committee  has  always  been  very  good  to  me  and  New  Mexico, 
the  Los  Alamos  and  Sandia  Laboratories,  so  in  order  to  keep  that 
strong  record,  I  will  be  even  briefer  than  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  know  that  I  always  request  funding  for  the 
Acequias  Program  in  New  Mexico.  These  are  water  ditches  that  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  administers.  Number  two,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  respectfully  request  the  committee  to  include  a  rec- 
ommendation to  insert  some  language  on  an  issue  relating  to  the 
Abiquiu  Lake  that  also  is  run  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

I  would  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  Los  Alamos  Laboratory's 
funding  for  many  of  the  programs  that  are  already  in  the  legisla- 
tion in  the  budget,  separate  line  item  for  the  stockpile  stewardship 
account,  which  is  the  Manual  Lujan  Neutron  Scattering  Center,  the 
LANSCE  program,  the  Stockpile  Stewardship  Program  at  Los  Ala- 
mos, and  at  the  other  DOE  defense  program  laboratories,  an  in- 
crease in  the  verification  and  control  account. 

This  is  a  program  at  Los  Alamos  that  helps  control  the  weapons 
programs  in  countries  like  North  Korea.  Support  for  DOE  and  lab- 
oratory support  for  the  high  performance  computing  and  commu- 
nications initiative,  the  LANSCE  project  that  you  are  well-familiar 
with,  the  advanced  neutron  source  test  bed  facility  at  Los  Alamos, 
technology  transfer  initiative,  advanced  computational  technology 
initiative,  accelerated  strategic  computing  initiative  at  Los  Alamos, 
the  accelerated  production  of  the  tritium  ATP  program,  and  then 
at  Sandia  Laboratories  also  in  New  Mexico,  funding  for  the  Stock- 
pile Stewardship  Program,  their  waste  management  functions,  the 
Department  of  Energy's  Solar  and  Renewable  Energy  Programs, 
the  combustion  research  facility,  the  isotope  production  and  dis- 
tribution fund. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  direct  the  committee's  attention  to 
the  language  in  the  Senate  report  to  last  year's  appropriation  bill 
regarding  access  to  Sandia.  I  think  this  is  an  issue  that  is  much 
more  important  out  at  Kirtland  Air  Force  base  on  which  Sandia's 
attendant  is  in  the  midst  of  a  major  realignment  under  the  BRAC 
procedure. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  testimony.  Again,  I  respect- 
fully ask  for  the  support.  I  recognize  the  budget  constraints.  I  ap- 
preciate the  support  that  Mr.  Bevill  always  gave  me  and  you  al- 
ways gave  me,  and  I,  once  again,  ask  for  your  help  in  this  endeav- 
or. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Richardson  follows:] 
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CONGRESSMAN  BELL  RICHARDSON 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  22,  1995 


Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  today  on  several  projects  of  the  utmost  importance  to  my  Congressional  district  in 
New  Mexico. 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Acequias  Program 

Under  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  was  directed  to  take  measures  to  protect,  repair  and  restore  the  historic  acequia 
irrigation  systems  in  New  Mexico.    As  you  know  from  my  testimony  in  previous  years,  Mr. 
Chairman,  acequias  are  a  system  of  irrigation  ditches,  canals  and  small  diversion  dams 
dating  back  to  the  18th  Century.    They  comprise  the  single  most  important  source  of 
irrigation  for  small,  rural  communities  in  New  Mexico  which  depend  heavily  on  acequias  for 
their  economic  livelihood. 

As  you  will  undoubtedly  recall,  I  have  come  before  this  subcommittee  for  many 
years  to  request  continued  funding  of  this  vitally  important  water  development  program. 
Unfortunately,  although  many  acequias  have  applied  for  assistance  from  the  Corps,  a 
backlog  continues  to  exist,  and  only  a  fraction  of  those  who  have  applied  for  assistance  have 
actually  received  it.    Despite  repeated  appropriations,  this  pattern  has  continued  for  a 
number  of  years,  and  additional  acequias  are  now  in  dire  need  of  funding  assistance  for 
repairs  and  reconstruction. 

I  respectfully  request  $3  million  for  the  Acequias  Program  in  FY  1996,  in  order 
to  meet  the  increasing  needs  of  local  communities  in  New  Mexico.   As  I  have  in  the 
past,  I  also  request  that  report  language  be  included  to  direct  the  Corps  to  accelerate 
the  number  of  acequia  projects  that  it  undertakes. 

In  addition,  I  am  requesting  that  language  be  included  in  the  bill  to  allow, 
through  a  cooperative  arrangement,  additional'  agencies  such  as  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  undertake  acequia  related  work.    Finally,  I  request  the  inclusion  of 
language  that  increases  flexibility  by  allowing  acequia  district  members  to  perform 
some  of  their  own  repairs. 

Abiquiu  Lake  Recommendation 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  past  several  years,  I  have  become  increasingly  alarmed  by 
actions  undertaken  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  condemn  private  land  along  the 
banks  of  Abiquiu  Lake  in  northern  New  Mexico  as  a  method  of  acquiring  lands  around  the 
Lake.    Landowners  in  the  area  have  been  justifiably  concerned  that  such  arbitrary  action  is 
unfair  and  represents  an  illegal  taking  of  their  land  by  the  Federal  Government. 

A  recommendation  in  this  appropriations  bill  to  amend  the  U.S.  Code  could  resolve 
this  situation  for  the  benefit  of  the  landowners  in  the  area  by  requiring  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  acquire  land  only  from  willing  sellers. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  a  recommendation  in  the  bill  to 
amend  43  U.S.C.  620a  note  by  inserting  immediately  following  "acquire  lands"  the 
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following:  "only  from  willing  sellers." 

PETE  Tribal  College  Initiative 

The  Partnership  for  Environmental  Technology  Education  (PETE)  was  created  as  a 
pilot  program  within  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  in  1991  as  a  national  non-profit 
organization  with  a  goal  to  link  community  colleges  to  the  technical  resources  of  the  federal 
government.    From  its  beginning  in  five  western  states,  PETE  now  consists  of  six  regional 
public/private  partnerships  serving  all  fifty  states,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  U.S.  territories. 

Since  its  inception,  PETE  has  focused  on  a  long-term  goal  of  enhancing  the  overall 
science  and  technology  options  within  the  27  Tribal  Colleges  in  the  country,  with  a  special 
focus  on  environmental  education  and  technology.  This  focus  has  now  evolved  into  a 
project  called  the  Tribal  College  Initiative  which  links  PETE  with  Crownpoint  Institute  of 
Technology,  Navajo  Community  College  and  Southwest  Indian  Polytechnic  Institution.  This 
coalition  is  seeking  funds  for  an  initiative  to  focus  resources  on  science  and  environmental 
education. 

In  Fiscal  Year  1996,  the  TCI  has  planned  to  expand  on  these  linkages  in  seeking 
funds  for  an  initiative  specifically  designed  to  enhance  science,  mathematics  and  technology 
education. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  $3,860,323  for  the  second  year  of 
the  PETE  Tribal  College  Initiative  to  provide  funding  for  project  and  institutional 
personnel,  institutional  support,  outreach  and  curriculum  development  and  evaluation 


Los  Alamos  Pueblo  Project 

In  New  Mexico,  the  Pueblos  of  Cochiti,  Santa  Clara,  San  Ildefonso,  and  Jemez  have 
formed  a  coalition  known  as  the  Los  Alamos  Pueblo  Project  (LAPP).   The  goal  of  this 
consortium  is  to  ensure  Pueblo  participation  in  the  environmental  monitoring,  cultural 
preservation,  long-range  planning  and  management  processes  at  Los  Alamos  National 
Laboratories  (LANL).    ITiis  important  project  is  necessary  because  of  the  potential  risks  to 
the  environment,  hejdth,  and  safety  of  the  Pueblqs  located  adjacent  to  LANL. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  $525,690  for  the  Los  Alamos  Pueblo 
Project. 

Los  Alamos  National  Laboratories 

The  global  context  regarding  nuclear  deterrence  and  national  security  has  changed 
significantly  over  the  past  few  years.    The  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  and  other  agencies 
are  responsible  for  implementing  a  stewardship  plan  to  maintain  a  high  level  of  confidence 
in  the  safety,  reliability,  and  performance  of  the  U.S.  nuclear  stockpile  in  the  absence  of 
testing.    Los  Alamos  retains  unique  and  comprehensive  capabilities  for  the  stewardship  role. 
It  is  the  only  location  in  the  nation,  for  example,  where  facilities  and  capabilities  exist  in  a 
central  way  to  handle  and  process  plutonium.    AJso,  Los  Alamos  may  be  assigned  an  even 
greater  role  in  the  stewardship  strategy  as  evidenced  by  the  recent  Galvin  Task  Force 
endorsement  of  the  transfer  of  more  activities  to  Los  Alamos. 

I  respectfully  request  a  $75  million  Increase  in  the  FY96  stockpile  stewardship 
program  for  Los  Alamos  and  the  other  DOE  defense  program  laboratories.   Further,  I 
request  that  the  Committee  maintain  and  make  a  separate  line  item  for  the  $25  million 
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in  the  stockpile  stewardship  account  for  the  Los  Alamos  Manual  Lujan  Jr.  Neutron 
Scattering  Center  (LANSCE). 

Currently  there  is  no  greater  security  risk  than  ensuring  that  national  and  international 
nonproliferation  and  arms  control  regimes  are  effective.    Los  Alamos's  nonproliferation  and 
verification  research  and  development  (R&D)  program  is  aimed  at  the  development  of  actual 
technologies  like  satellite  sensors  needed  to  detect  weapons  proliferation  activities  and  to 
monitor  various  arms  control  agreements.    Los  Alamos  is  a  key  participant  in  a  lab-to-lab 
program  that  plays  an  important  role  in  controlling  weapon  usable  nuclear  materials  in 
Russia  and  the  Newly  Independent  States  (NIS).    Further,  the  lab-to-lab  program  draws  its 
Russian  counterparts  into  collaboration  on  scientific  projects.    Finally,  the  intelligence 
program  element  provides  a  mechanism  for  the  DOE  labs,  including  Los  Alamos,  to  analyze 
foreign  proliferant  trends  such  as  developments  in  North  Korea  and  China. 

I  respectfully  request  a  $50  million  increase  in  the  verification  and  control 
(V&CT)  account  so  that  Los  Alamos  and  other  defense  program  laboratories  can 
substantially  address  the  additional  responsibilities  of  analyzing  new  proliferant  trends, 
further  develop  proliferation  detection  technology,  expand  upon  lab-to-lab 
collaboration,  as  well  as  develop  nuclear  material  control  and  accounting  technology. 

LANL  has  always  been  at  the  leading  edge  in  high  performance  computing, 
modeling,  and  simulation,  and  has  diffused  these  capabilities  into  the  national  and  scientific, 
technical,  and  industrial  communities.    The  High  Performance  Computing  and 
Communications  Initiative  (HPCCI)  of  which  the  national  laboratories,  including  Los 
Alamos,  play  a  major  role  has  become  one  of  several  important  components  of  the  National 
Information  Infrastructure  (Nil)  program. 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  Committee  include  $15  million  for  DOE  and 
laboratory  support  of  the  High  Performance  Computing  and  Communications  Initiative 
(HPCCI)as  an  integral  part  of  the  National  Information  Infrastructure  (Nil). 

Neutron  scattering  is  a  basic  tool  for  examining  the  structure  and  dynamics  of 
condensed  matter  systems  and  is  complementary  to  X-ray  and  other  technologies.    When  the 
LAMPF  accelerator  at  LANL  came  on-line  on  1972,  it  became   a  new  source  of  neutrons 
for  research,  an  activity  enhanced  again  by  the  Los  Alamos  Manuel  Lujan  Jr.  Neutron 
Scattering  Center  (LANSCE)  which  started  operating  from  the  LAMPF  beam  in  1985.    With 
the  medium-energy  nuclear  physics  national  user  program  ending  at  LAMPF  after  FY95, 
neutron  research  will  become  the  focal  activity  for  the  high-power  accelerator  facility.    Over 
the  past  few  years,  scientists  at  LANSCE  have  concentrated  on  developing  techniques  in 
scientific  areas  to  which  neutron  scattering  has  not  been  appUed  in  the  past.    As  a  result,  the 
facility  has  a  number  of  unique  capabilities.    Among  those  capabilities  is  the  neutron 
radiography  which  provides  with  microscopic  precision  an  important  non-destructive 
evaluation  technique  for  nuclear  assemblies.    This  technique  is  especially  relevant  to  Los 
Alamos  support  for  the  stockpile  stewardship  program. 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  Committee  include  an  additional  $10  million  in 
FY96  operating  funds  for  the  LANSCE  beyond  the  current  budget  submission  to  utilize 
the  facility  with  higher  effectiveness  including  increased  beam  time. 

The  use  of  neutrons  as  a  probe  in  biological  and  materials  science,  complementary  to 
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x-rays  and  other  techniques,  is  growing  worldwide.    The  Neutron  Scattering  Society  of 
America  through  its  Pulsed  Spallation  Source  Committee  has  laid  out  a  roadmap  for 
advanced  spallation  neutron  source  development  which  relies  on  facilities  and  expertise  at 
Los  Alamos  and  Argonne.    Simultaneously,  the  DOE  FY96  budget  delineates  $8  million  for 
a  study  of  such  a  spallation  source.    Los  Alamos  has  been  extensively  studying  concepts  for 
an  advanced  spallation  neutron  source  and  would  expect  to  share  its  expertise  in  planning  the 
next  generation  spallation  source.    LANL  is  in  a  favorable  position  to  develop  a  one 
megawatt  high-powered  operational  prototype  "long  pulse"  spallation  neutron  source 
operating  directly  from  the  LANSCE/LAMPF  accelerator  beam.    The  prototype  facility 
would  be  a  source  of  neutrons  for  the  research  community  that  in  some  cases  is  better  than 
the  world's  best  neutron  research  reactor  located  in  Grenoble,  France.    Moreover,  the  Los 
Alamos  testbed  requires,  compared  to  others,  the  least  accelerator  development.    It  is 
projected  to  cost  in  the  $50-$100  million  range,  and  could  serve  the  community  well  for  10- 
15  years  until  the  next  generation  source  (5-lOMW  range)  is  on  line. 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  Committee  include  $5  million  for  FY96  to  support 
conceptual  design  for  a  Los  Alamos  advanced  neutron  source  testbed  facility. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  request  that  the  Committee  protect  the  funding 
currently  in  the  FY96  DOE  budget  submission  for  the: 

Technology  Transfer  Initiative  (TTI)  which  is  relevant  and  synergistic  to 
laboratory  defense  missions  and  U.S.  industry  interests; 

Advanced  Computational  Technology  Initiative  (ACTI),  which  is  a  dual  use 
program  to  help  the  gas  and  oil  industry  in  exploration  and  improved  reservoir 
modeling  through  the  application  of  the  defense  program  laboratories' 
computing  capabilities; 

Accelerated  Strategic  Computing  Initiative  (ASCI)  which  provides  computing 
capabilities  to  support  the  stockpile  stewardship  program. 

Accelerator  Production  of  Tritium  (APT)  program,  which  helps  DOE  meet  its 
operational  tritium  needs  for  the  year  2010  as  called  for  in  the  Nuclear  Posture 
Review.    Funding  for  APT,  $6.9  million  at  Los  Alamos  in  FY95,  has  been 
sufficient  for  a  preconceptual  design  effort.    To  proceed  further,  at  least  the  $50 
million  in  FY96  is  necessary.    If  the  program  is  not  funded  at  this  level  and  on 
the  recommended  time  scale,  it  will  become  increasingly  difficult  to  ensure 
tritium  availability  on  the  required  time  line  through  the  accelerator  option. 

Sandia  National  Laboratory 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  Committee's  attention  projects  and  issues  relative  to  the 
Sandia  National  Laboratory  (Sandia)  in  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico.    While  this  facility  is 
not  in  my  district  I  harbor  great  concerns  over  the  massive  realignment  of  BCirtland  Air 
Force  Base  (Kirtland)  on  which  Sandia  is  a  tenant.    I  am  concerned  that  the  consequences  of 
Kirtland's  realignment  has  not  been  fully  weighed  and  it  could  have  an  unintended  negative 
impact  on  Sandia.    I  urge  the  Committee  to  consider  the  following  funding  requests  to 
ensure  that  Sandia  can  successfully  continue  its  mission.    Sandia  meets  national  needs  in 
nuclear  weapons  and  related  defense  systems,  energy  security,  and  environmental  integrity, 
and  addresses  emerging  national  challenges  for  government  and  industry. 


739 


Congressional  support  is  vital  for  Sandia's  core  mission:  stockpile  stewardship  and 
management.    Sandia's  work  ensures  the  safety,  reliability,  and  security  of  our  nation's 
nuclear  materials.    Programs  at  Sandia  include  vital  functions  such  as:  upgrading  electronic 
components;  ensuring  material  performance;  extending  the  life  of  the  existing  stockpile; 
analyzing  aging  components;  and  improving  weapon  safety  and  reliability. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  $1,585  billion  for  the  Department  of 
Energy's  Stockpile  Stewardship  program. 

I  am  concerned  that  decreased  funding  could  seriously  hamper  the  Department  of 
Energy's  environmental  remediation  and  management  functions.    Sandia  plays  an  important 
role  in  the  transportation,  storage,  and  management  of  nuclear  waste  at  the  Waste  Isolation 
Pilot  Project  (WEPP)  in  southern  New  Mexico.    New  Mexicans  understand  the  importance  of 
the  WIPP  project  but  need  to  be  assured  that  risks  in  conjunction  with  this  project  are 
mitigated.    Sandia  plays  a  significant  role  in  ensuring  the  success  of  WIPP. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include  $2,501  billion  for  the  waste 
management  functions  in  the  Department  of  Energy's  Defense  Environmental 
Remediation  and  Waste  Management  programs. 

Sandia  plays  an  important  role  in  the  research  and  development  of  our  energy 
resources.    From  renewable  energy,  such  as  solar,  to  traditional  fossil  based  energy, 
Sandia's  research  in  these  areas  is  critical.    Two  specific  programs  that  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  the  Committee's  attention  are  medical  isotopes  (MO-99)  and  the  Combustion  Research 
Facility  (CRF  11).    The  MO-99  program  ensures  that  nuclear  material,  essential  in  thousands 
of  daily  medical  procedures,  remains  in  supply.    The  CRF  n  program  is  extremely 
important  to  increasing  the  efficiency  and  ability  of  combustion  processes.    Further,  this 
program  has  successfully  involved  industry,  universities,  and  the  research  community. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Committee  include:  $423.4  million  for  the  Department 
of  Energy's  Solar  and  Renewable  energy  programs;  $2  million  for  phase  IT  construction 
of  the  Combustion  Research  Facility;  and  $12  million  for  the  Isotope  Production  and 
Distribution  fund  (MO-99). 


Lastly,  I  would  like  to  direct  the  Committee's  attention  to  the  issue  of  access  to 
Sandia.    Smooth  procedures  for  accessing  the  lab's  resources  is  necessary  to  both  Sandia's 
core  mission  and  the  many  public  and  private  interests.    I  would  like  to  direct  the 
Committee's  attention  to  the  language  in  the  Senate  Report  103-291  (page  124)  to  last  year's 
appropriation  bill  regarding  this  issue.    I  believe  that  this  issue  is  more  important  now  that 
Kiitland  Air  Force  Base,  on  which  Sandia  is  a  tenant,  is  in  the  midst  of  a  major  realignment 
under  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Commission  proceedings. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Bill,  for  your  statement.  Tom? 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  hope  we  can  carry  on  with  that  development.  You 
have  certainly  worked  very  hard  on  this  over  the  years,  and  by  the 
way,  the  next  time  you  invite  me  out,  I  hope  it  is  prettier  weather. 

Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  also  put  in  a  request 
here,  and  I  am  sure  that  will  be  granted. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Bill. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Moving  on  here,  Mr.  Gurnie  Gunter,  who  is  Presi- 
dent of  MO-ARK. 

Mr.  Gunter,  welcome  back.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be 
placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  continue  for  five  minutes  as  you 
would  like,  Mr.  Gunter,  and  your  colleagues. 

Mr.  Gunter.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill,  first  of  all  we  want 
to  thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  testify 

Mr.  Myers.  Pardon  me.  You  have  15  minutes.  I  said  five.  I  am 
sorry,  you  have  15.  A  lot  of  difference. 

Mr.  Gunter.  Thank  you  very  much.  Thank  you  for  allowing  us 
to  testify  on  Missouri  River  projects  that  are  vital  to  the  economies 
of  Nebraska  and  Iowa  and  Kansas  and  Missouri.  You  have  always 
been  very  generous  to  us.  We  have  always  tried  to  bring  you 
projects  that  met  your  criteria,  and  we  are  here  today  to  testify  for 
1996  appropriations  for  those  projects. 

We  are  also  here  to  speak  today  on  other  Missouri  River  issues. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  conducted  hearings  on  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  that  would  change  the  operation  of  the 
river  and  we  were  involved  in  those  deliberations. 

What  they  came  up  with,  which  is  a  preferred  alternative,  is  out 
of  step  with  the  realities  of  the  region.  It  does  not  support — it  is 
not  supported  by  the  DEIS  and  what  is  supported  by  the  DEIS  is 
what  they  have  been  doing  all  along  in  the  operation  of  the  river. 
So  we  support  the  current  plan  and  don't  support  the  preferred  al- 
ternative. 

We  are  also  opposed  to  reducing  the  mission  of  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers. It  would  virtually  eliminate  every  project  in  our  region.  We 
further  do  offer  some  support  for  the  following  bills,  and  that  is 
adopting  a  balanced  budget,  truth  in  budgeting,  revision  of  the  wet- 
lands acts  and  revision  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

With  that  brief  opening,  what  I  would  like  to  do  is  introduce  our 
delegation.  Sally  Johnson,  Mayor  Pro-Tern  from  Kansas  City;  John 
Mendez,  Assistant  City  Administrator;  Kansas  City,  Kansas;  and 
Don  Huffman,  President  of  Phoenix  Towing  Company. 
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They  will  provide  testimony,  brief  statements  within  our  15  min- 
utes, Mr.  Chairman,  and  we  have  other  Members  in  the  delegation 
who  are  here.  Chuck  Owsley,  City  Engineer,  Kansas  City,  Missouri; 
Wayne  Moody,  Assistant  City  Engineer,  Kansas  City;  Frank  Pogge, 
Assistant  Director  of  Water  for  Kansas  City;  and  Don  Hurlbert,  Ex- 
ecutive Director  of  MO-ARK  Association.  After  the  others  testify,  if 
we  have  any  time,  then  Don  will  close  it  for  us. 

Sally,  I  will  turn  it  over  to  you. 

Ms.  Johnson.  I  will  try  to  make  my  comments  brief.  I  am  Mayor 
Pro-Tem  of  Kansas  City  representing  our  Mayor,  Mayor  Cleaver, 
the  City  Council  and  the  citizens  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri.  The 
vital  flood  control  projects  that  I  want  to  share  with  you  today,  the 
Blue  River  flood  control  project,  its  mouth  to  63rd  Street,  the  Tur- 
key Creek  Flood  Basin,  control  feasibility  study,  the  Upper  Blue 
River,  Dodson  Flood  Control  Study  and  the  Swope  Industrial  Area 
Flood  Control  Reconnaissance  Study. 

The  12-mile  Blue  River  flood  control  project  has  been  under  con- 
struction since  1983.  This  has  been  a  jointly-funded  project  that  I 
am  sure  you  recall  from  prior  years  and  prior  appropriations.  Soon 
construction  will  start  on  another  vital  segment  of  this  project.  This 
new  phase  is  important — is  through  the  center  of  one  of  our  most 
critical  and  most  important  industrial  areas. 

The  project  will  be  about  45  percent  complete  when  this  new 
phase  is  finished  in  early  1997.  Additional  phases  of  this  vital 
project  are  scheduled  to  start  construction  in  1997,  1999,  and  the 
year  2000.  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  has  already  identified  and  appro- 
priated its  share  of  the  funding  for  the  Blue  River  flood  control 
project. 

We  have  chosen  that  over  and  above  many  other  projects  that  we 
need  that  it  has  been  in  competition  with.  We  stand  ready  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  project  and  urge  the  committee  to  continue  the  fund- 
ing for  this  extremely  important  project.  We  need  those  matching 
dollars. 

Next,  the  Turkey  Creek  Basin  Feasibility  Study  has  been  under- 
way since  1989.  Turkey  Creek  is  a  small  bi-State  drainage  basin, 
which  undergoes  frequent  flooding  from  two  sources.  Flooding  can 
and  does  occur  from  either  or  both  of  these  sources,  either  concur- 
rently or  in  sequence. 

This  basin  includes  some  of  the  most  valuable  commercial  and 
industrial  property  in  both  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  Kansas 
City,  Kansas.  Turkey  Creek  has  been  flooding  about  once  every 
three  years  for  the  past  15  years.  Each  time  the  water  rises,  more 
and  more  and  more  damage  occurs,  and  more  and  more  businesses 
close. 

More  jobs  are  lost,  and  more  and  more  citizens  become  discour- 
aged and  move  out  of  the  area  for  good.  The  last  flood  occurred  in 
July  of  1993  and  caused  more  damage  than  ever  before.  The  flood- 
water  entered  the  central  industrial  district  and  our  Kemper 
Arena/American  Royal  Complex  caused  several  million  dollars  in 
damage.  History  tells  us  that  the  next  flood  will  occur  shortly,  per- 
haps this  year,  perhaps  next. 

I  urge  you  to  continue  the  funding  for  this  project  so  that  the  citi- 
zens of  both  Kansas  cities  may  see  an  end  to  these  recurring  floods. 
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And  I  want  to  especially — it  has  been  wonderful  to  work  with  our 
colleagues  on  the  Kansas  side,  too. 

The  Upper  Blue  River  Dodson  Feasibility  Study  is  complete  and 
presently  under  review.  Soon  a  decision  will  be  needed  on  whether 
to  proceed  with  the  project  or  not  to  proceed.  Kansas  City  is  par- 
ticipating in  this  decision,  along  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  This 
project,  like  the  others,  involves  another  of  our  large  industrial 
areas. 

The  city  cannot  afford  to  provide  the  much-needed  flood  protec- 
tion to  this  area  or  any  other  area  in  our  city  without  your  assist- 
ance. We  ask  you  to  stand  ready  to  provide  that  assistance  on  this 
project  when  it  comes  before  you  for  approval  and  funding  in  the 
future. 

The  last  project  is  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Swope  Park  in- 
dustrial area.  This  small  industrial  area  is  located  between  the 
Blue  River  and  the  Dodson  project.  The  study  began  in  1994  and 
should  be  completed  later  on  this  year.  Again,  we  ask  for  your  sup- 
port and  continued  funding  of  this  vital  project. 

In  addition  to  these  projects,  there  are  two  other  items  of  great 
concern  to  Kansas  City,  as  Mr.  Gunter  touched  upon. 

First  is  the  administration's  plan  to  change  the  mission  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  We  agree  with  your  colleague.  Congressman 
Bereuter  on  this  matter  totally.  We  ask  that  you  oppose  this  pro- 
posed plan. 

Second  is  the  Corps'  "Preferred  Alternative"  contained  in  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Missouri  River  Mas- 
ter Water  Control  Manual.  The  proposed  changes  in  the  operation 
of  the  Missouri  River  would  have  serious  economic  and  physical  im- 
pacts on  Kansas  City  and  we  ask  that  you  support  the  complete 
withdrawal  of  the  preferred  alternative. 

In  closing,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  its  citizens  ap- 
preciate your  assistance  and  support  on  these  important  projects 
and  we  urge  your  continued  support,  and  thank  you  very  much  for 
your  time. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Johnson  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  TO  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEPARTMENT 

CONGRESSMAN  JOHN  T.  MEYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

MARCH  1995 

MR,  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

I  am  Mayor  Pro  Tern  Sally  Johnson,  representing  Mayor  Cleaver,  the 
City  Council,  and  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  Kansas  City, 
Missouri.  I  am  here  today  representing  the  City  in  support  of  four 
vital  flood  control  projects.  The  metropolitan  Kansas  City  area  is 
presently  receiving  federal  funding  for  these  very  important 
projects.  These  four  projects  are  the  key  to  revitalization  of 
four  of  our  most  flood-prone  industrial  and  commercial  areas. 
These  projects  are: 

1.  The  Blue  River  flood  control  project,  mouth  to  63rd 
Street; 

2.  The  Turkey  Creek  basin  flood  control  feasibility  study; 

3.  The  Upper  Blue  River,  Dodson  flood  control  study;  and 

4.  The  Swope  Industrial  Area  flood  control  reconnaissance 
study. 

The  twelve-mile  long  Blue  River  flood  control  project  has  been 
under  construction  since  1983.  Soon  construction  will  start  on 
another  vital  segment  of  this  project.  This  new  phase  is  through 
the  center  of  one  of  our  most  critical  and  most  important 
industrial  areas.  The  project  will  be  about  45%  complete  when  this 
new  phase  is  finished  in  early  1997.  Additional  phases  of  this 
vital  project  are  scheduled  to  start  construction  in  1997,  1999, 
and  the  year  2000.  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  has  already  identified 
and  appropriated  its  share  of  the  funding  for  the  Blue  River  flood 
control  project.  We  stand  ready  to  proceed  with  the  project  and 
urge  the  committee  to  continue  the  funding  for  this  extremely 
important  project. 

The  Turkey  Creek  basin  feasibility  study  has  been  underway  since 
1989.  Turkey  Creek  is  a  small  bi-state  drainage  basin  which 
undergoes  frequent  flooding  from  two  sources.  Flooding  can  and 
does  occur  from  either  or  both  of  these  sources,  either 
concurrently  or  in  sequence.  This  basin  includes  some  of  the  most 
valuable  commercial  and  industrial  property  in  both  Kansas  City, 
Missouri,  and  Kansas  City,  Kansas.  Turkey  Creek  has  been  flooding 
about  once  every  three  years  for  the  past  fifteen  years.  Each  time 
the  water  rises  more  and  more  damage  occurs,  and  more  and  more 
businesses  close.  More  and  more  jobs  are  lost,  and  more  and  more 
citizens  become  discouraged  and  move  out  of  the  area  for  good.  The 
last  flood  occurred  in  July  1993  and  caused  more  damage  than  ever 
before.   The  flood  water  entered  the  Central  Industrial  District 
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and  our  Kemper.  Arena /American  Royal  Complex  and  caused  several 
million  dollars  in  damage.  History  tells  us  that  the  next  flood 
will  occur  shortly,  perhaps  this  year,  perhaps  next.  I  urge  you  to 
continue  the  funding  for  this  project  so  that  the  citizens  of  both 
Kansas  Cities  may  see  the  end  of  these  recurring  floods. 

The  Upper  Blue  River  (Dodson)  feasibility  study  is  complete  and 
presently  under  review.  Soon  a  decision  will  be  needed  on  whether 
to  proceed  with  the  project  or  not  to  proceed.  Kansas  City, 
Missouri,  is  participating  in  this  decision  along  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  This  project,  like  the  others,  involves  another  of  our 
large  industrial  areas.  The  City  cannot  afford  to  provide  the 
much-needed  flood  protection  to  this  area  or  any  other  area  without 
your  assistance.  We  ask  you  to  stand  ready  to  provide  that 
assistance  on  this  project  when  it  comes  before  you  for  approval 
and  funding  in  the  future. 

The  last  project  is  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Swope  Park 
Industrial  Area.  This  is  a  small  industrial  area  located  between 
the  Blue  River  project  and  the  Dodson  project.  The  study  began  in 
1994  and  should  be  complete  late  this  year.  We  again  ask  your 
support  and  continued  funding  of  this  vital  project. 

In  addition  to  these  projects,  there  are  two  other  items  of  great 
concern  to  Kansas  City. 

First  is  the  Administration's  plan  to  change  the  mission  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  by  changing  the  criteria  for  their  involvement 
in  flood  control  projects.  The  criteria  requires  the  project  to 
have  more  than  50%  of  the  water  to  come  from  outside  the  state 
where  the  damage  is  occurring,  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio  of  2:1,  and 
would  limit  federal  participation  to  25%.  This  plan,  if 
implemented,  would  eliminate  all  current  and  any  future  flood 
control  projects  in  Kansas  City.  We  ask  that  you  oppose  this 
proposed  plan. 

Second  is  the  Corps'  "Preferred  Alternative"  contained  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Missouri  River  Master  Water 
Control  Manual.  The  proposed  changes  in  the  operation  of  the 
Missouri  River  would  have  serious  economic  and  physical  impacts  on 
Kansas  City,  and  we  ask  that  you  support  the  complete  withdrawal  of 
the  "Preferred  Alternative." 

In  closing,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  its  citizens 

appreciate  your  assistance  and  support  on  these  important  projects 

and  urge  your  continued  support  by  providing  full  funding  as 
requested. 
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RESOLUTION  NO.V^S"^  BS    / 


To  express  the  City's  vigorous  and  continued  support  of  the  Turkey  Creek  Flood  Control 
Project. 

WHEREAS,  the  Gin'  of  Kansas  City,  .Missouri,  has  sought  adequate  flood  protection  for 
the  Southwest  Boulevard  and  Central  Industrial  District  areas  since  experiencing  major  flooding 
in  1977  and  1983;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  1989,  an  agreement  was  made  between  the  United  States  .Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  the  City  of  Kansas  Cit>',  Kansas,  to  mutually 
share  the  costs  to  find  a  solution  to  the  flooding  problems;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  May,  1990  and  in  July,  1993,  additional  disastrous  floods  struck  the 
Turkey  Creek  Watershed,  setting  new  record  flood  crests  and  causing  economic  and  physical 
losses  in  the  miUions  of  dollars;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  neighborhood  and  business  associations  in  the  Turkey  Creek  Watershed 
have  been  and  continue  to  be  very  supportive  of  the  flood  control  project;  and 

WHERE.A.S.  the  cities  and  the  federal  government  combined  have  already  expended  in 
excess  of  S2.1  million  on  the  Turkey  Creek  Flood  Control  Study;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  completion  of  the  project  will  require  substantial  annual  funding  from 
both  federal  and  city  sources;  NOW,  THEREFORE, 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  COUNCIL  OF  KANSAS  CITY: 

Section  A.  That  the  Mayor  and  Council  hereby  express  their  intent  to  provide  adequate 
funding  to  complete  the  City's  obligations  in  relation  to  the  study  and  eventual  construction  of 
the  Turkey  Creek  Flood  Control  Project. 

Section  B.  That  the  City  will  strongly  encourage  congressional  representauves  to 
continue  their  support  of  this  project  in  fiiture  federal  budgets. 

Section  C.  That  the  City  actively  supports  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  its 
efforts  to  obtain  timely  federal  funding  and  to  complete  the  project  as  rapidly  as  possible. 
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Mr.  Mendez.  My  name  is  John  Mendez.  I  am  an  Assistant  City 
Administrator  for  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas.  We  have  a  pop- 
ulation of  just  a  Httle  under  150,000.  With  my  testimony,  I  also  in- 
cluded a  resolution  adopted  by  our  governing  body:  giving  high  pri- 
ority to  the  Lower  Turkey  Creek  Drainage  Basin.  Kansas  City, 
Kansas,  and  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  are  in  two  different  States.  We 
share  many  of  the  same  problems.  We  also  have  tomorrow  our  gov- 
erning body — my  governing  body  will  be  adopting  a  resolution  sup- 
porting H.R.  842,  Truth  in  Budgeting  Act. 

Our  city  is  very  concerned  about  what  we  are  reading  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers'  so-called  preferred  alternative  and  especially  in 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Missouri  River 
Water  Control  Manual.  We  had  substantial  damage  in  the  July 
1993  flood.  We  lost  about  400  residential  structures.  This  means  a 
lot  more  to  us  than  just  a  loss  of  tax  base — the  people  that  suf- 
fered. 

Our  streets,  bridges,  sewers,  water  treatment  plant  and  public 
buildings  sustained  over  $5.75  million  in  damage.  Three  of  our 
largest  industrial  districts,  which  total  6,100  acres  and  comprise 
nearly  23  percent  of  our  total  tax  base,  were  at  extreme  risk  for 
an  extended  period  of  time.  Water  came  within  12  to  18  inches 
overtopping  the  levees.  It  was  pretty  scary. 

Our  City  Council  had  to  make  some  real  tough  decisions  and  or- 
dered evacuation  of  each  of  these  districts  for  about  a  week  during 
the  peak  of  the  flood.  This  required  shutting  down  businesses,  fac- 
tories, and  industries.  Because  of  the  districts,  the  Armourdale  dis- 
trict has  a  mixed  land-use.  It  required  the  evaluation  of  around 
4,500  residents  along  with  approximately  400  businesses. 

We  fear  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  so-called  reorganization  will 
eventually  lead  to  the  turning  control  of  all  reservoirs  on  the  Kaw 
River  over  to  the  State  of  Kansas.  With  the  flood  of  1993,  we  have 
seen  the  very  high  level  of  professional  expertise  necessary  to  con- 
trol the  timed  release  of  water  from  the  many  reservoirs  on  the 
Kaw  River,  and  coordinate  these  releases  with  the  backwater  effect 
of  a  major  flood  on  the  Missouri  River. 

The  flood  of  1993  taxed  the  Corps  of  Engineers  hydrologists.  The 
city  does  not  feel  that  the  State  of  Kansas  now  has  or,  in  the  fu- 
ture, will  be  able  to  match  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  present  level  of 
expertise. 

Additionally,  the  Lower  Turkey  Creek  Drainage  Basin  has  long 
been  a  concern  to  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas  and  its  residents 
and  its  merchants  for  better  than  30  years.  We  are  quite  concerned 
about  this  spring  and  the  possible  rains  and  the  potential  for  flood- 
ing. 

Many  of  the  businesses  and  homeowners  cannot  continue  to  fight 
these  devastating  occurrences.  On  July  10th,  1993  we  had  to  close 
1-35,  Interstate  1-35,  where  many  vehicles  were  stranded  and,  for- 
tunately, no  lives  were  lost.  The  current  schedule  for  the  comple- 
tion of  this  study  is  in  1996.  We  have  heard  that  for  the  last  10 
to  15  years.  It  is  now  1996.  I  wish  to  thank  the  subcommittee  for 
this  opportunity,  and  to  offer  testimony  on  these  very  important  is- 
sues. Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Mendez  follows:] 
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CITY  OF  KANSAS  CITY,  KANSAS 


DAVID  T.  ISABELL 
City  Administrator 


Testimony  of  John  J.  Mendez 

Assistant  City  Administrator 

City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas 

Before  the 

Subcommittees  on  Energy  and 

Water  Development 

of 

Appropriations  Committees 

of  the  Senate  and  the  House 

March  22,  1995 


My  name  is  John  J.  Mendez.  I  am  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  the  City  of 
Kanas  City,  Kansas,  a  City  with  a  population  of  148,176  people.  I  am  pleased  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  offer  testimony  to  this  subcommittee  about  issues  that  directly  affect  the 
citizens  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas. 

Our  City  is  very  concerned  about  what  we're  reading  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers  so 
called  "Preferred  Alternative"  and  especially  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Missouri  River  Water  Control  Manual.  We  believe  that  the  proposed  changes 
would  have  a  significant  negative  impact  on  our  community. 

Our  biggest  concern  of  course  is  the  increased  exposure  to  flooding.  The  Flood  of 
1993  is  still  very  fresh  in  our  minds  and  we  don't  want  to  see  anything  done  to  the  River 
that  may  increase  the  level  of  the  water  during  a  flood  event,  or  the  length  of  time  each 
year  that  our  community  could  be  subject  to  flooding. 

We  had  substantial  damage  in  the  July  1993  flood.  We  lost  about  400  residential 
structures.  This  means  a  lot  more  to  us  than  just  a  loss  of  tax  base  -  we're  talking  about 
people  being  permanently  forced  from  their  homes,  and  their  lives  being  turned  upside 
down.   We  don't  want  any  more  of  that  for  our  people. 

We  had  a  lot  of  damage  to  our  infrastructure.  Our  streets,  bridges,  sewers,  water 
treatment  plant  and  public  buildings  sustained  over  $5.75  million  in  damage.  Fortunately, 
FEMA  has  enabled  us  to  recover  a  majority  of  those  funds. 

Our  City  staff  worked  over  84,000  hours  in  damage  prevention,  damage  assessment, 
and  clean-up  activities.  That  time  away  from  their  regular  duties  will  never  be  fully 
recovered. 
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What  these  figures  don't  reflect  is  that  three  of  our  largest  industrial  districts  which 
total  6,100  acres  and  comprise  nearly  23%  of  our  total  tax  base  were  at  extreme  risk  for  an 
extended  period.  These  areas  arc  fortunately  all  protected  by  levees  and  flood  walls  and 
never  did  flood.  However,  the  flood  control  structures  were  within  12"  to  18"  of  being 
overtopped!   There  were  some  mighty  anxious  moments  for  our  citizens. 

Our  City  Council  had  to  make  some  real  tough  decisions  and  ordered  evacuation  of 
each  of  these  districts  for  about  a  week  during  the  peak  of  the  flood.  This  required  shutting 
down  businesses,  factories,  and  industries.  Because  one  of  the  districts,  the  Armourdale 
District  has  mixed  land-use,  it  required  the  evacuation  of  around  4,500  residents  along  with 
approximately  400  businesses. 

We  fear  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  so  called  reorganization  will  eventually  lead  to 
turning  control  of  all  reservoirs  on  the  Kaw  River  over  to  the  state  of  Kansas.  With  the 
Flood  of  1993,  we  have  seen  the  very  high  level  of  professional  expertise  necessary  to 
control  the  timed  releases  of  waters  from  the  many  reservoirs  on  the  Kaw  River,  and 
coordinate  those  releases  with  the  backwater  effect  of  a  major  flood  on  the  Missouri  River. 
The  Flood  of  1993  taxed  the  Corps  of  Engineers  hydrologists.  The  City  does  not  feel  that 
the  State  of  Kansas  now  has  or  in  the  future  will  be  able  to  match  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
present  level  of  expertise. 

Overtopping  of  the  flood  levees  did  not  occur,  but  the  ground  water  table  in  those 
industrial  areas  rose  dramatically,  and  water  backed  up  through  the  sewer  system.  When 
the  flood  waters  subsided,  sewers  collapsed,  trenches  failed,  and  sink  holes  became  common 
place.  We  had  a  couple  of  blocks  of  one  street  that  just  sunk  about  8  feet.  Some  areas 
looked  like  a  war-zone  without  ever  having  actually  been  flooded. 

We  could  not  have  tolerated  any  greater  river  elevation  without  tremendous 
devastation  to  our  industrial  community.  We  are  not  interested  in  more  water  being 
released  from  the  upstream  reservoirs  in  the  spring  or  expanding  the  period  of  time  that 
our  City  is  exposed  to  flood  potential.   That  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  our  City. 

We  have  other  concerns  about  the  Water  Control  Plan  revision.  The  shortened 
barge  season  as  proposed  would  have  a  negative  effect  on  the  economy  of  the  area.  Many 
products  are  most  economically  transported  by  barge,  and  the  shortened  season  would  force 
producers  to  use  other  modes  of  transportation  at  a  higher  cost.  The  higher  costs  are 
passed  on  to  our  citizens  and  industries.  The  City  has  a  direct  interest  in  this  because  we 
have  our  own  grain  elevator  and  dock.  It  isn't  a  large  money  maker  for  us,  but  I  don't  see 
how  we  could  keep  it  in  service  if  the  usage  goes  down  because  of  the  shortened  barge 
season. 

In  addition  to  our  concerns  about  the  high  water  period  in  the  spring,  we're  also 
concerned  about  low  flows  in  the  Missouri  during  fall  and  winter.  This  could  negatively 
effect  our  electric  power  and  water  plant  intake,  which  came  dangerously  close  to  going  dry 
a  few  winters  ago.    Low  flows  also  could  be  detrimental  to  some  large  industries  that 
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depend  on  river  water  for  industrial  use,  as  well  as  our  wastewater  effluent  discharge  and 
the  resulting  water  quality  impact. 

I  can  understand  people  in  the  Dakotas  and  Montana  wanting  to  utilize  the  Missouri 
River  water  differently  to  achieve  what  they  feel  is  better  reaeational  usage  and 
environmental  protectioa  But  I  say,  let's  not  lose  sight  of  why  we  have  the  present  system 
and  that  the  primary  funrtions  of  the  current  plan  according  to  the  law  is  -  navigation  and 
flood  control.   These  items  are  vital  to  the  continued  well-being  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas. 

Additionally,  the  Lower  Turkey  Creek  Drainage  Basin  has  long  been  a  concern  to 
the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  its  residents,  and  its  merchants.  The  repetitive  flash 
flooding  that  has  occurred,  and  the  increasing  frequency  of  those  occurrences  are  of  grave 
concern  to  us  all. 

This  older  fully-developed  urban  area  has  suffered  extensive  damage  to  private 
property  and  public  infrastructure  numerous  times  in  recent  years  as  upstream  development 
in  other  jurisdictions  have  exacerbated  the  situation.  Many  of  the  businesses  and 
homeowners  can  not  continue  to  fight  these  devastating  occurrences. 

As  a  related  but  separate  issue,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas  has  been  working 
and  cooperating  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  reconnaissance  and  feasibility  studies  for 
the  Lower  Turkey  Creek  Basin  for  over  seven  years.  As  a  local  co-sponsor,  the  City  has 
provided  manpower,  in-kind  services,  and  a  substantial  financial  contribution  to  the  very 
complex  and  difficult  feasibility  study.  The  current  schedule  for  completion  of  this  study 
is  in  1996. 

The  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas  will  continue  to  support  and  assist  in  this  project 
in  every  way  within  our  power  and  means.  We  consider  this  to  be  a  priority  project  with 
substantial  benefits  on  both  sides  of  the  State  boundary.  It  is  our  hope  that  with  a 
continued  partnership  between  the  local  co-sponsors  and  the  federal  government  that  the 
construction  of  these  very  necessary  improvements  can  be  initiated  later  in  this  decade. 

I  wish  to  thank  the  subcommittee  for  this  oppurtunity  to  offer  testimony  on  these 
very  important  issues.  Thank  you. 


'Jonn  J.  Mendez 
Assistant  City  Administrator 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  _320^ 


WHEREAS,  the  Lower  Turkey  Creek  Drainage  Basin  has  long  been  a  concern  to  the 
City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  its  residents,  and  its  merchants;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Lower  Turkey  Creek  Drainage  Basin  is  subject  to  repeated  flash 
flooding,  which  has  occurred  with  increasing  frequency;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Drainage  Basin  is  an  older  fully-developed  urban  area,  which  has 
suffered  extensive  damage  to  private  property  and  public  infrastructure  numerous  times  in  recent 
years,  with  upstream  development  in  other  jurisdictions  exacerbating  the  situation;  and 

WHEREAS,  many  of  the  homeowners  and  business  owners  in  the  Drainage  Basin  are 
flnancially  unable  to  withstand  the  continued  flooding;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  has  been  working  and  cooperating  with 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  reconnaissance  and  feasibility  studies  for  the  Drainage  Basin  for  over 
seven  years,  and  the  City,  as  a  local  co-sponsor,  has  provided  manpower,  in-lond  services,  and 
a  substantial  financial  contribution  to  the  complex  and  difficult  feasibility  study,  which  is 
scheduled  for  completion  in  1996;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  is  prepared  to  continue  to  support  and 
assist  in  this  project, 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  COUNCH.  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
KANSAS  CITY,  KANSAS: 

That  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  considers  this  project  a  high-priority  project  with 
substantial  benefits  for  both  Kansas  and  Missouri  and  fully  supports  a  continued  partnership 
between  local  co-sponsors  and  the  federal  government  to  construct  the  necessary  improvements 
in  the  Lower  Turkey  Creek  Drainage  Basin  later  in  this  decade  to  control  future  flooding  and 
to  reduce  the  hardship  on  the  residents  of  the  basin. 

ADOPTED  BY  THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF  KANSAS  CITY,  KANSAS, 
THIS  9TH  DAY  OF  MARCH,  1995. 


(^^.^..::r^ 


City  Clerk 
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ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION 
Itca  #5 


CITY  OF  KANSAS  CITY,  KANSAS 


CITY  ADMINISTRATOR'S 
AGENDA 


DAVID  T.  ISABELL 
City  Administrator 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 


Mayor  Joseph  E.  Stelneger,  Jr. 
Ctty  Cound  Members 

DavW  T.  Isabell.  Oty  Admlnisfrat^-^L-^ 


March  8,  1995 


RESOLUTION  SUPPORTING  ARMY  CORP  OF  ENGINEERS 
TURKEY  CREEK  PROJECT 


Attached  please  find  a  resolution  supporting  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers  In  their  efforts  to 
prioritize  and  complete  the  necessary  improvements  to  control  flooding  In  the  Lower  Turkey 
Creek  Drainage  Basin.  MO-ARK  has  requested  the  city's  endorsement  In  this  regard  so  that 
they  may  present  legislation  before  Congress  in  late  March. 

A  continued  partnership  In  working  as  co-sponsors  with  the  federal  government  will  help  to 
facilitate  the  construction  of  this  very  Important  project. 

I  therefore  recommend  the  attached  resolution  be  adopted. 
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CITY  ADMINISTRATOR'S  AGENDA 
Item  13 


CITY  OF  KANSAS  CITY,  KANSAS 


DAVID  T.  ISABELL 
City  Administrator 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Mayof  Joseph  E.  Stelneger,  Jr. 

City  Counca  Members 

FROM:  David  T.  Isat)ell.  City  Admlnistralor  yc3;>^ 


DATE: 
SUBJECT: 


March  20,  1995 

RESOLUTION  SUPPORTING  H.  R.  842  TRUTH  IN  BUDGETING  ACr 


Attached  you  will  And  a  resolution  supporting  the  passage  of  H.  R.  842,  the  Truth  In 
Budgeting  Act,"  which  provides  for  removal  o<  ttie  Transportation  Tmst  Funds  from  the 
federal  General  Fund  Budget  The  MO-ARK  Association  has  requested  the  city's 
endorsement  In  this  regard  so  ttiat  they  may  present  tt  as  part  of  their  testimony  before 
Congress  this  month. 

Passage  of  H.  R.  842  wSl  allow  for  the  use  of  the  trust  funds  for  much  needed  infrastructure 
Improvements,  as  was  originally  Intended,  rather  ttun  as  concealment  for  General  Fund 
Budget  deficits. 

I  therefore  recommend  that  the  attached  resolution  be  adopted  during  the  City  Cound 
meeting  on  March  23, 1995. 


DTI:gk 
Attachmem 
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RESOLUTION  NO. 


WHEREAS,  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  the  Aviation  Trust  Fund,  the  Inland  Waterways 
Trust  Fund,  and  the  Harbor  Maintenance  Trust  Fund  are  wholly  user  financed  and  do  not 
contribute  one  dime  to  the  federal  deficit;  and 

WHEREAS,  currently  a  $33  billion  cash  balance  ($18.5  billion  unobligated  balance) 
is  languishing  in  these  trust  fund  accounts  as  an  accounting  measure  designed  to  mask  the 
actual  size  of  the  federal  deficit  and  federal  spending  in  other  areas;  and 

WHEREAS,  every  time  a  motorist  puts  gas  in  the  tank  or  a  traveler  buys  an  airline 
ticket,  user  fees  are  paid  into  the  Highway  and  Aviation  Trust  Funds,  and  Congress  imposed 
these  fees  and  other  taxes  with  the  assurance  to  the  American  public  that  ^ey  would  be 
spent  on  infrastructure  improvements;  and 

WHEREAS,  economists  agree  that  investment  in  infrastructure  helps  productivity, 
creates  jobs  and  is  essential  for  economic  growth,  and  infrastructure  spending  is  the  one 
area  that  has  widespread  public  support  and  actually  provides  a  return  on  taxpayer 
investment;  and 

WHEREAS,  by  combining  these  trust  funds  with  the  federal  General  Fund  Budget, 
these  Trust  Fund  balances  have  accrued  at  the  expense  of  billions  of  doUars  in  productivity 
and  safety;  and 

WHEREAS,  H.  R.  842,  the  'Truth  in  Budgeting  Act,"  wiU  remove  these  Trust  Funds 
from  the  General  Fund  Budget  and  restore  integrity  to  the  Trust  Funds,  which  are  user 
financed,  self-supporting,  and  directed  at  specific  needs,  as  well  as  to  the  General  Fund 
Budget,  whose  real  deficits  are  currently  masked  by  these  Trust  Funds; 


NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
KANSAS  CITY,  KANSAS: 


That  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  urges  Congress  to  enact  H.  R.  842,  the  Truth 
in  Budgeting  Act,"  to  take  the  Transportation  Trust  Funds  out  of  the  General  Fund  Budget, 
thereby  putting  the  "trust"  back  into  the  Trust  Funds. 


ADOPTED  BY  THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF  KANSAS  CITY,  KANSAS, 
THIS  23RD  DAY  OF  MARCH,  1995. 


City  Clerk 
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Mr.  Huffman.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  my  name  is  Don 
Huffman  and  I  am  Executive  Vice  President  of  Phoenix  Towing 
Company,  a  Missouri  River  navigator;  and  I  am  also  Vice  President 
of  MO-ARK.  I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  talk  to  you  regarding  the  master  manual  review  for  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Missouri  River  and  more  specifically,  to  comment  on 
the  Missouri  River  Division's  preferred  alternative. 

It  is  the  position  of  MO-ARK  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  should 
discard  the  so-called  preferred  alternative  and  return  to  the  master 
manual  for  the  operation  of  the  Missouri  River. 

The  master  manual  effectively  allocates  the  benefits  of  the  devel- 
opment of  the  Missouri  River  among  the  various  interests,  such  as 
flood  control,  irrigation,  water  supply,  navigation,  hydropower  and 
recreation.  And  the  way  this  river  is  managed  affects  the  entire 
Midwest. 

This  project  has  certainly  been  a  successful  development.  Savings 
from  flood  control  alone  has  more  than  paid  for  the  cost,  the  entire 
cost  of  the  development  of  the  project.  The  so-called  preferred  alter- 
native has  drawn  widespread  criticism  from  as  far  South  as  Louisi- 
ana for  failing  to  adequately  address  economic  losses  due  to  re- 
duced barge  traffic,  inadequate  environmental  assessment,  failure 
to  study  the  effects  on  the  Mississippi  River,  failure  to  study  the 
effects  on  spring  flooding  and  interior  drainage,  and  incomplete 
consideration  of  the  effect  of  future  depletions  in  its  analysis  of  the 
effects  on  downstream  interests. 

My  comments  will  concentrate  on  the  Missouri  and  Mississippi 
River  navigation.  Simply  stated,  the  preferred  alternative  will  end 
Missouri  River  navigation  under  this  plan,  season  lengths  will  be 
shortened.  In  a  normal  season,  we  have  an  eight-month  season. 
The  plan  calls  for  a  seven-month  season,  and  in  83  percent  of  the 
years  it  calls  for  a  shortage  of  six  months. 

What  this  does  is  it  takes  away  navigation  during  the  harvest 
season.  It  is  a  little  bit  like  taking  a  retailer  and  shutting  him 
down  during  Christmas.  Harvest  season  is  the  reason  for  the  sea- 
son. It  also  reduces  the  flows,  reduces  our  drafts  to  7-and-a-half 
feet.  It  reduces  our  carrying  capacity  200  tons  below  normal  and 
compared  to  St.  Louis,  for  instance,  it  reduces  our  carrying  capacity 
300  tons. 

The  net  effect  is  a  33  percent  reduction  in  our  efficiency,  or  our 
operating  efficiency.  No  business  can  operate  if  their  costs  increase 
33  percent.  The  Missouri  River  navigation  would  become  expensive 
and  unreliable.  No  shipper  would  invest  in  this  system,  and  the 
Missouri  River  navigation  would  die  off. 

The  effect  of  this  was  studied  by  the  University  of  Missouri.  The 
University  of  Missouri's  Food  and  Agricultural  Policy  Research  In- 
stitute concluded  that  the  loss  of  barge  traffic  on  the  Missouri 
River  would  reduce  farm  cash  receipts  by  $14.5  million,  and  in- 
crease in  farm  operating  expense  by  $2.3  million.  The  total  State- 
wide impact  to  the  farm  industry  was  estimated  at  $43.3  million, 
with  a  loss  of  nearly  700  full-time  agriculture  jobs. 

Let  me  just  mention  the  importance  of  Missouri  River  water  to 
the  Mississippi  River.  Fifty  percent  of  the  water  that  passes  St. 
Louis  comes  from  the  Missouri  River.  During  the  drought  of  1988, 
65  percent  of  the  water  that  passed  St.  Louis  came  from  the  Mis- 
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souri  River.  Any  changes  in  the  master  manual  drastically  affect 
the  Mississippi  River.  And  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  tes- 
tify. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hoffman  follows:] 


756 


Testimony  of  Donald  C.  Huffman 

Vice  President,  MoArk 

Before  the 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 

Water  Development 

of 

Appropriations  Committee 

of  The  House  of  Representatives 

March  22,  1995 


My  name  is  Donald  C.  Huffman.  I  am  Executive  Vice  President 
of  Phoenix  Towing  Company  -  a  Missouri  River  navigator.  I  am  also 
Vice  President  of  MoArk  -  the  Missouri-Arkansas  River  Basin 
Associat  ion. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  express  my  views 
regarding  the  Missouri  River  Master  Manual  Review  and,  more 
specifically,  to  comment  on  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  published 
by  the  Missouri  River  Division  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

It  is  the  position  of  MoArk  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  should 
discard  the  so  called  "Preferred  Alternative"  and  return  to  the 
Master  Manual  for  the  operation  of  the  Missouri  River. 

The  Master  Manual  effectively  allocates  the  benefits  of  the 
development  of  the  Missouri  River  among  the  various  interests; 
i.e.,  flood  control,  irrigation,  water  supply,  navigation,  hydro- 
power  and  recreation. 

There  are  those  in  the  environmental  community,  such  as  the 
Environmental  Defense  Fund,  who  would  phase  out  Missouri  River 
navigation.  Because  of  its  fuel  efficiency,  barge  transportation 
is  the  most  environmentally  friendly  mode  of  transportation.  Yet, 
we  continue  to  see  environmental  groups  who  oppose  all  barge 
transportation  whether  it  is  on  the  Missouri  River  or  the 
Mississippi  River. 

The  so-called  "Preferred  Alternative"  has  drawn  widespread 
criticism  from  as  far  south  as  Louisiana  for:  (1)  failing  to 
adequately  address  economic  losses  due  to  reduced  barge  traffic 
(2)  inadequate  environmental  assessment  (3)  failure  to  study  the 
effects  on  spring  flooding  and  interior  drainage  (4)  perfunctory 
study  of  the  effect  on  the  Mississippi  River  (5)  incomplete 
consideration  of  the  effect  of  future  depletions  in  its  analysis  of 
the  effects  on  downstream  interests. 

My  comments  will  concentrate  on  Missouri  and  Mississippi  River 
navigat  ion. 
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I.  The  Preferred  Alternative  will  cause  Missouri  River 
navigation  to  become  expensive  and  unreliable.  It 
will  destroy  Missouri  River  navigation. 

The  Corps  concluded  that  the  Preferred  Alternative 
would  only  reduce  Missouri  navigation  by  15%.  This 
is  false!  Page  75  of  Table  XIV  of  their  1994-1995 
Annual  Operating  Plan  clearly  shows  a  reduction  in 
tonnages  carried  during  the  years  1990-1993  of  up 
to  50%. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  provides: 

A.  Season  Length  6.1-34 

1.)   A  normal  season  would  run  from  4/1 
to  11/1  -  7  months, 

2.)   40  of  96  seasons  would  be  less  than 
7  months. 

This  scenario  severely  damages 
navigation.  Barges  would  be  unavailable 
for  harvest  -  the  most  critical  part  of 
the  barge  season.  Without  harvest,  there 
is  no  reason  for  the  season. 

B.  Minimum  flows  for  August,  September  and 
October.  Barges  would  have  to  operate  at 
7  1/2'  draft  during  the  best  months  of 
the  season,  i.e.  wheat  harvest  and  fall 
harvest . 


Effect  of  reduced  drafts: 

A  barge  loaded  to  8'6"  carries  1400  tons 
A  barge  loaded  to  7'6"  carries  1200  tons 

A  barge  reduction  of:  200  tons 

or  15% 

Effect  of  reduced  tow  size:  During  low 
water  operations  (when  operating  at  7'6" 
draft)  tow  sizes  out  of  Kansas  City  have 
had  to  be  reduced  from  nine  barges  to  six 
barges.  Overall,  a  33%  reduction  in 
Missouri  River  towing  efficiency. 
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The  Preferred  Alternative  is  even  more  onerous  than 
the  plan  used  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  during  the 
drought  years.  In  fact,  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  findings  are  consistent  with  our 
estimates  for  the  lost  earning  power  for  barges  on 
the  Missouri  River  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Historically,  hydrological  data  (1967-1993) 
suggests  a  partial  October  closing  of  navigation 
would  occur  83%  of  the  time.  Thus,  barges  would  be 
unavailable  for  fall  harvest. 

The  result:  No  navigation  during  the  peak  season  of 
fall  harvest.  Missouri  River  navigation  will  die 
off. 

Without  navigation,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  must 
reassess  the  impact  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
The  University  of  Missouri's  Food  and  Agricultural 
Policy  Research  Institute  (FAPRI)  concluded  that 
the  loss  of  barge  traffic  on  the  Missouri  River 
would  reduce  Missouri  farm  cash  receipts  by  $14.5 
million  and  increase  farm  operating  expense  by  $2.3 
million.  The  total  statewide  impact  to  the  farm 
industry  was  estimated  at  $43.3  million  with  a  loss 
of  692  full  time  agricultural  jobs. 


II.  The  Preferred  Alternative  seriously  damages 
Mississippi  River  navigation  below  St.  Louis  and 
severely  weakens  the  nation's  premier  inland 
waterway. 

Any  discussion  of  Mississippi  River  navigation  must 
begin  with  comments  regarding  its  importance. 

One  of  the  single  most  positive  benefits  this 
country  has  in  its  efforts  to  balance  our  trade 
deficit  is  grain  exports.  Over  70%  of  these 
exports  move  via  the  Mississippi  River  system. 

Thanks  in  large  measure  to  the  fabled  Mississippi 
River,  Louisiana  is  the  major  gateway  for  U.S. 
grain  and  soybean  exports.  The  port  of  South 
Louisiana  handles  some  200  million  tons  of  cargo 
each  year,  making  it  the  largest  tonnage  port  in 
the  United  States.  Each  year  100,000  barges  come 
into  the  South  Louisiana  port  and  the  credit  must 
go  to  the  Mississippi  River. 

Let  us  now  look  at  the  importance  of  Missouri  River 
water  to  the  Mississippi.  Fifty  percent  of  the 
water  in  the  Mississippi  River  at  St.  Louis  flows 
from  the  Missouri  River.  During   the  summertime 
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drought  of  1988  Corps  records  demonstrate  that  65% 
of  the  water  in  the  Mississippi  River  at  St.  Louis 
came  from  the  Missouri  River. 

Clearly,  any  changes  in  Missouri  River  flows  will 
dramatically  affect  Mississippi  River  flows. 

On  page  6-79  of  the  D.E.I.S.,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  states,  ".  .  .  some  notable  adverse 
impacts  occur  to  Mississippi  River  navigation  .  .  . 
Further  analysis  is  required  to  determine  the 
merits  of  a  drought  contingency  plan,  which  is 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  D.E.I.S." 

The  Mississippi  River  will  be  changed  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative  and  its  reliability  below  St. 
Louis  will  be  lessened. 

In  considering  river  stages  at  St.  Louis  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  used  monthly  averages.  They  failed  to 
identify  actual  low  stages.  This  basic  flaw 
destroys  what  little  attention  they  gave  to  the  St. 
Louis  harbor.  In  fact,  a  review  by  the  American 
Waterway  Operators  of  data  provided  by  the  Corps 
shows  that  Preferred  Alternative  flows  will 
severely  restrict  Mississippi  River  operations  in 
one  year  out  of  every  three  and  force  complete 
closures  one  year  in  every  five. 

Additionally,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  carelessly 
ignored  the  effects  of  increased  transit  times  and 
the  cost  increased  dredging. 

Nowhere  in  the  Draft  E.I.S.  is  there  any  mention  of 
the  effect  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  on 
Illinois,  Iowa,  Wisconsin  &  Minnesota  agricultural 
economics . 

The  Preferred  Alternative  should  be  withdrawn.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  should  be  directed  to  follow  the 
Master  Manual . 

In  the  interim,  the  Corps  should  evaluate  and  fully 
disclose  the  impact  of  transportation  delays  and 
cost  increases  on  regional  producers,  shippers, 
carriers  and  exporters,  including  the  magnitude  of 
shifts  and  losses  in  regional  employment. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you. 

Mr.  GUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  we  want  to  thank  you 
again  for  all  of  the  support  you  have  given  us  in  the  past  and  we 
wish  you  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  for  your  very  fine  testimony.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  was  just  going  to  ask  Mr.  Mendez  a  question.  I 
think  you  touched  on  it  there  and  Ms.  Johnson  did,  too.  What  will 
be  the  results  if  these  new  rules  and  regulations  are  adopted  on 
budget,  I  mean  on  the  flood  control  projects? 

Mr.  Mendez.  With  the  Turkey  Creek  specifically? 

Mr.  Bevill.  Any  of  these  projects.  You  know,  this  business  of  re- 
versing the  formula  of  the  local  government  paying  75  percent 
rather  than  25  percent,  as  the  situation  exists  now.  What  would  be 
the  impact? 

Ms.  Johnson.  They  will  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  Bevill.  They  will  be 

Ms.  Johnson.  Totally  eliminated. 

Mr.  Bevill.  It  would  eliminate  the  flood  control  projects. 

Ms.  Johnson.  Right. 

Mr.  Bevill.  And  a  place  like  Hannibal,  Missouri,  we  just  fin- 
ished funding  and  they  just  completed  the  dikes  there,  when  this 
flood  hit. 

Ms.  Johnson.  From  the  1993  flood. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Presley  and  Mr.  Wolf  follow:] 
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MISSOURI  DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION 

2901  West  Truman  Boulevan) 

P.O  Box  ISO 

JefhnonCity  MiMOurl  6S1024)1SO 

JF.RRYJ.  PRtSUY,  Uiicctoc 


March  29,  IS 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers 

Chairman,  Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

House  Appropriations  Committee 

2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Re:  Missouri  River  Mitigation 

Dear  Mr.  Myers: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  the  attached  written  testimony  in  support  of  an 
appropriation  to  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  tor  continuation  of  the  Missouri  River  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Mitigation  Project. 

Past  subcommittee  support  for  this  project  is  deeply  appreciated.   I  know  we  can  count  on  you 
and  the  committee  to  continue  your  trust  in  us,  the  states  of  Iowa,  Nebraska,  Kansas  and 
Missouri,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  spend  the  dollars  wisely  in  restoration  of  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  to  the  Missouri  River. 

Sincerely, 


.fei^^ 


DIRECTOR 


Attachment 

c:         Representative  Bill  Clay 

Representative  James  Talent 
Representative  Richard  Gephardt 
Representative  Ike  Skelton 
Representative  Karen  McCarthy 
Representative  Pat  Danner 
Representative  Harold  Volkmer 


COMMISSION  ^,   UtTbtl 

CAMERA  CCPV 

JERRY    P    CUMBS  /VNDV    DALTON  ANtTA    B.   GORMAN  JOHN    POWELl 
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Missouri  Department  of  Conservation 

Implementation  of  the  Missouri  River  Mitigation  Project 
Title  VI,  PL99-662 

Written  Testimony  before  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  1995 


The  Missouri  Department  of  Conservation  provides  the  committee,  on  behalf  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  its  support  for  an  appropriation  to  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  fiscal  year 
1996.  The  funds  would  be  used  for  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  associated  with  the 
Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization  and  Navigation  Project,  as  authorized  by  the  1986  Water 
Resources  Development  Act. 

The  Department  expresses  its  gratitude  tor  appropriations  in  the  last  five  fiscal  years  for 
Planning,  Engineering,  Design  and  Construction  activities  of  the  project. 

The  FVSe  budget  proposal  contains  $5,700,000  new  dollars  for  the  project  which  will  allow 
the  Corps  to  continue  construction  and  initiate  land  acquisition. 

Several  sites  have  been  identified  along  the  Missouri  River  for  acquisition  from  willing  sellers. 
These  have  the  potential  for  excellent  habitat  development.  To  help  secure  these  parcels, 
your  positive  consideration  of  these  additional  funds  to  be  added  to  $4,000,000  carryover 
funds,  would  be  appreciated. 
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TWIN  LOUPS 

RECLAMATION  DISTRICT 


Phone:(308)245-3171 


Scotia,  Nebraska  68875 


March  17,  1995 


COPY 


TO:    The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 

House  Subconunittee  on  Energy  &  Water  Development 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.     20515 


RE:    North  Loup  Project  -  Nebraska 


A       ILLERTON 


Dear  Chairman  Myers; 

I  ask  that  the  enclosed  sUtement  of  Donald  E.  Hu^es,  in  support  of  continued 
funding  for  the  North  Loup  Project  for  fiscal  year  1996,  be  included  in  the 
printed  hearing  record  for  your  Committee's  consideration. 

I  also  wish  to  diank  you  and  the  Committee  for  your  past  support  and  help  in 
making  the  North  Loiq)  Project  a  reality. 


Sincerely, 


lonald  Wolf -Genera 
Twin  Loups  Reclamation  District 


RW/his 
Enc. 


Abundant  Wateh  Resource  —  The  Key  To  Nebraska's  Good  Life 
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STATEMENT  OF  DONALD  E.  HUGHES,  SCOTIA,  NEBRASKA 

IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  NORTH  LOUP  DIVISION,  PICK-SLOAN 

MISSOURI  BASIN  PROGRAM,  NEBRASKA,  TO  THE  ENERGY  AND 

WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

OF  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESErWTATIVES. 

MARCH  lOTH,  1995 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  is  Donald  E.  Hughes,  President  of  the  Twin  Loups  Reclamation  District, 
from  Scotia,  Nebraska.  Since  I  am  unable  to  be  in  Washington,  D.C.  this  year  to  appear 
before  this  committee,  I  am  submitting  this  written  testimony  in  support  of  the  North  Loup 
Division,  and  to  seek  your  continued  support  of  funding  in  the  amount  of  $900,000  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996.  This  is  the  amount  requested  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  needed  to 
timely  complete  our  project. 

This  amoimt  is  required  to  also  complete  O  &  M  work  not  covered  in  the  original 
contracts  as  well  as  on-going  D  &  MC  needs  to  promote  the  timely  completion  of  our  | 

project  so  we  can  meet  our  repayment  obligations. 

The  North  Loup  Division  is  located  in  Central  Nebraska.  When  completed  we  will 
serve  approximately  53,000  acres  along  the  Loup  Rivers  from  Southwest  of  Ord,  Nebraska 
to  the  Fullerton,  Nebraska  city  limits. 

Initial  service  began  on  Block  I  in  June  1987,  (approximately  19,000  acres),  Block  n, 
(approximately  10,000  acres),  in  1989,  Block  m,  (approximately  6,000  acres),  in  1992  and 
the  final  Block  IV,  (remaining  acres),  to  receive  service  this  season. 

Our  supply  of  storage  water  is  second  to  none.  The  Calamus  Lake  above  Virginia 
Smith  Dam  is  now  within  6  feet  of  full  stage  and  should  be  filled  within  the  next  60  days, 
weather  permitting.  Davis  Creek  Dam  is  about  31  feet  below  full  stage  now,  due  to  repair 
work  being  done  below  the  dam  on  the  toe  drain,  final  filling  of  the  lake  will  be  completed 
this  Spring. 
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We  are  anxious  to  try  out  the  Kent  £>iversion  facility,  located  on  the  Nortfi  Loi^  River 
west  of  Burwell,  Nebraska  this  spring.  As  this  component,  completed  last  year,  has  never 
been  used.  It  should  allow  us  to  fill  Davis  Creek  Dam  within  a  90  day  time  fi-ame.  A  fiill 
supply  of  water  in  Davis  Creek  Dam  is  essential  to  assure  sufficient  supply  for  irrigation  in 
the  Fullerton  Sections  I,  n,  m  and  in  the  Elba  area.  We  are  unique  in  that  all  flows  in  the 
Calamus  and  Loup  Rivers  are  either  spring  fed  or  Nebraska  run  off  which  assures  us  of 
that  constant  flow  that  varies  only  slightly  imder  even  extreme  drought  conditions. 

I  am  privileged  to  report  all  major  components  of  our  project  have  been  completed  and 
the  Bureau  is  in  the  final  stages  of  inspection.  However  we  as  a  District  have  never  had  the 
opportunity  to  deliver  water  on  the  final  phase  of  construction  on  Fullerton  Canal  Sections. 
We  plan  to  serve  this  area  for  the  first  time  this  year  barring  any  unforeseen  problems.  I 
might  add,  "a  day  we  have  all  been  anxiously  awaiting",  since  the  start  of  construction  in 
1976  on  relocation  of  roads  inundated  by  the  new  lake.  The  actual  Ground  Breaking  for 
the  'Virginia  Smith  Dam'  took  place  in  June  of  1980. 

As  of  the  1st  of  January,  1995,  die  project  was  reported  as  96%  complete. 
We  sincerely  appreciate  this  committee's  past  support  of  our  efforts  to  complete  this 
(n-oject.  In  diis  regard,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  committee,  we  wish  to  thank 
you  and  request  your  continued  support  needed  for  its  completion. 


submitted, 


E.  Hughes,  Presid 
Twin  Loiqw  Reclamation  District 
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Mr.  Bevill.  I  think  it  was  Congressman  Volkmer  that  stood  up 
on  the  Floor  and  thanked  this  committee  for  saving  his  hometown 
because  they  were  building  the  flood  control  project  just  in  time.  So 
I  know  each  of  you  are  speaking  with  authority,  because  you  have 
experienced  it,  and  so  we  hope  that  we  can  prevent  those  ridiculous 
rules  and  regulations  from  being  put  into  effect,  and  we  are  going 
to  do  everything  we  can  to  prevent  it. 

Ms.  Johnson.  And  let  us  know  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  you  can  be,  because  this  committee  doesn't 
have  it  in  our  purview  to  make  those  decisions.  It  is  the  full  Con- 
gress that  would  have  to  change  the — if  we  should  adopt  what  the 
administration  is  recommending.  But  we  don't  plan  to  go  along 
with  it  without  statutory  provision  requiring  us  to,  but  in  the 
meantime,  your  own  representatives,  you  might  share  with  them 
your  views. 

Ms.  Johnson.  We  definitely  will. 

Mr.  Myers.  Here  I  am  lobbying.  You  asked  what  you  could  do, 
so  I  answered  your  question. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  have  an  idea  that  they  will  hear  from  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
COE  PROJECTS  AFFECTING  VIRGINIA  BEACH,  VA 

WITNESSES 

HON.  OWEN  B.   PICKETT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  VIRGINIA 
LINWOOD  O.  BRANCH,  III,  COUNCILMAN,  CITY  OF  VIRGINIA  BEACH 

Mr.  Myers.  Now,  we  will  hear  from  our  colleague,  Owen  Pickett 
from  Virginia.  You  are  recognized  for  five  minutes.  Your  prepared 
statement  will  be  put  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Pickett.  I  am  going  to  submit  a  prepared  statement.  I  am 
just  here  to  introduce  a  member  of  the  Virginia  Beach  City  Council. 
Virginia  Beach  is  in  my  district.  Mr.  Linwood  Branch  is  a  member 
of  the  City  Council  and  he  wants  to  make  a  statement  to  the  com- 
mittee today,  and  I  would  simply  say  to  you  that  the  remarks  that 
you  were  just  making,  Mr.  Bevill,  about  changing  the  Corps'  role 
in  joint  projects  with  localities  and  States  is  really  a  bad  move  and 
I  hope  that  you  all  can  find  a  way  to  avoid  that. 

Mr.  Linwood  Branch  is  a  distinguished  member  of  the  City  Coun- 
cil of  Virginia  Beach  and  he  is  here  to  address  this  distinguished 
committee. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Pickett  follows:] 
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STATEMENT 

BY 

CONGRESSMAN  OWEN  B.  PICKETT 

HEARING  ON 

FY  1996  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL 

MARCH  22,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  allowing  me  this  opportunity  to  discuss  the  vital  role 
that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  plays  in  its  participation  with  cities  and  localities  across 
the  United  States  with  regard  to  shoreline  protection,  hurricane  protection,  and  beach  erosion 
projects. 

In  my  district,  the  Second  Congressional  District  of  Virginia,  the  Cities  of  Norfolk 
and  Virginia  Beach  have  worked  cooperatively  with  the  Corps  to  develop  and  improve 
public  beaches,  provide  hurricane  protection,  combat  beach  erosion,  and  improve  our 
valuable  waterway  transportation  system.    All  these  activities  are  vital  to  the  economy  and 
productivity  of  these  cities.    There  are  numerous  cities  and  local  governments  around  the 
country  that  are  equally  dependent  upon  cooperative  projects  with  the  Corps.    To  emphasize 
the  importance  of  this  partnership  with  the  Corps,  the  Honorable  Linwood  O.  Branch,  a 
Member  of  the  Virginia  Beach  City  Council,  is  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Virginia 
Beach  to  talk  with  you  about  joint  projects  with  the  Corps. 

The  Administration's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  that  reflects  the  goal  of 
"reinventing"  government  in  order  to  forge  a  clear  and  practical  path  to  a  leaner 
government,  does  not  except  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  elimination  of  "local  projects"  in  favor  of  projects  with  "national  significance"  is 
a  drastic  change  in  the  wrong  direction.    Much  of  the  broad  base  of  support  for  the  Corps 
comes  from  the  many  successful  joint  projects  with  state  and  local  governments.    The  new 
criteria  for  federal  participation  in  projects  insures  that  there  will  be  very  few.    A  benefit- 
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to-cost  ratio  of  two  or  greater  and  the  requirement  that  the  non-Federal  sponsor  pay  seventy- 
five  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  the  project  will  prove  prohibitive.   Projects  in  the 
Preconstruction  Engineering  and  Design  (PED)  phase  will  upon  completion  of  this  phase  be 
evaluated  by  the  new  criteria.    Most  non-Federal  sponsors  will  find  their  projects 
terminated. 

Virginia  Beach  and  other  cities  have,  in  good  faith,  devoted  time  and  resources  to  the 
planning  and  implementation  of  shoreline  and  fiood  protection  projects  which  are  vital  to 
their  future.    These  projects  were  developed  in  conjunction  with  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

Specifically,  the  City  of  Virginia  Beach  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  been,  and 
still  are,  participating  in  four  key  projects.    First  is  the  Virginia  Beach  Erosion  Control  and 
Hurricane  Protection  Project  that  would  provide  beach  erosion  contro'  and  hurricane 
protection  to  the  6-mile  long  recreational  beachfront.    This  area  is  particularly  vulnerable  to 
coastal  storms  when  greater  than  normal  tide  levels  develop.    As  anyone  familiar  with  the 
area  knows,  these  conditions  are  commonplace  when  the  annual  northeastern  storms  strike 
the  coastline  each  fall.    A  second  project,  the  Periodic  Beach  Nourishment  Project,  provides 
for  the  necessary  annual  nourishment  to  maintain  the  beach  area  as  a  recreational  attraction 
for  the  many  visiting  tourists. 

The  City's  Rudee  Inlet  Project  is  a  navigation  project  which  provides  access  for 
commercial,  recreational,  and  military  vessels  from  the  marina  facilities  in  Rudee  Inlet  to 
the  Atlantic  Ocean.    The  fourth  project,  the  Sandbridge  Beach  Hurricane  and  Storm  Damage 
Protection  Project,  is  designed  for  the  protection  of  approximately  five  miles  of  Atlantic 
Ocean  shoreline  immediately  south  of  the  Dam  Neck  Fleet  Combat  Training  Center  military 
facility.    The  Sandbridge  area  is  particularly  vulnerable  to  storm  damage  when  water 
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overtops  the  area  not  normally  affected  by  tide  levels. 

The  projects  I've  mentioned  are  in  various  stages  ranging  from  PED  to  actual 
Operation  and  Maintenance.    All  but  the  Virginia  Beach  Erosion  Control  and  Hurricane 
Protection  Project  are  funded  in  the  President's  FY  96  budget  request.    Yet  NONE  of  these 
projects  meet  the  new  criteria  proposed  for  the  Corps  which  calls  for  projects  of  "national 
significance".    I  would  argue,  as  I  am  sure  the  citizens  of  Virginia  Beach  would,  that  these 
projects  ARE  of  national  significance  because  of  their  impact  on  interstate  tourism  and 
military  programs. 

To  give  you  a  frame  of  reference,  let  me  tell  you  that  the  Norfolk-Virginia  Beach- 
Newport  News  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  is  the  28th  largest  metropolitan  market  in  the 
United  States.    In  1990,  an  estimated  2.5  million  people  visited  the  Virginia  Beach  resort 
area  and  spent  over  $500  million  during  their  stay.    Tourism  is  an  important  commercial 
activity  for  the  City's  economy.    Without  annual  beach  nourishment  and  shoreline  protection 
projects,  Virginia  Beach  faces  a  potentially  serious  economic  loss. 

What  is  perhaps  even  more  noteworthy  in  our  discussion  today  is  the  fact  that  the 
Norfolk-Virginia  Beach  metropolitan  area  has  the  largest  concentration  of  military  capability 
in  the  world.    Quality  of  life  is  an  important  component  of  military  readiness.    Military 
members  and  their  families  enjoy  the  recreational  opportunities  and  require  costal  protection 
for  their  dwelling  places. 

Realizing  the  necessity  to  improve  and  streamline  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  as 
well  as  other  Federal  government  activities,  we  should  not  abandon  the  Corps'  unique  and 
traditional  management  role  in  the  handling  of  water  projects.    A  responsible  approach 
dictates  that  cities  and  localities  that  have  in  good  faith  contributed  to  the  cost  of  these  water 
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resources  projects  not  be  left  with  both  empty  pockets  and  unfinished  water  projects. 

Spending  cuts  and  government  reform  at  the  federal  level  are  necessary.   The 
livelihood  and  wellbeing  of  our  States,  cities,  and  citizens  are  essential.     With  its  long 
history  of  success  and  accomplishment  in  the  area  of  flood  control  and  shoreline  protection, 
it  would  be  foolish  and  short-sighted  to  deny  states  and  localities  the  help  and  support  of  the 
Corps  for  deserving  and  economically  attractive  projects.    It  is  more  important  than  ever 
that  we  approach  these  kinds  of  projects  with  the  informed,  even-handed,  and  proven 
resources  that  only  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  experienced  enough  to  provide. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  we  thank  you  for  your  working  with  this  com- 
mittee through  the  years.  We  will  have  to  do  something  about  the 
proposed  change. 

Mr.  Pickett.  Count  me  in. 

Mr.  Branch.  We  are  about  to  tell  you  another  story. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  and  you  may  proceed. 
Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may 
proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Branch.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill.  My  name  is 
Linwood  Branch.  I  am  a  city  councilman  for  the  City  of  Virginia 
Beach.  As  you  probably  know,  Virginia  Beach  is  a  beautiful  resort 
city  located  only  a  few  hours  from  here.  I  am  in  the  resort  industry 
and  am  well  aware  and  have  first-hand  knowledge  of  the  well-being 
of  our  beachfront  and  how  crucial  it  is  to  our  city's  economy. 

The  six  miles  of  commercial  beachfront  are  the  livelihood  of 
many  Virginia  Beach  residents  and  the  city's  financial  health,  since 
tourism  is  the  biggest  industry  in  this,  the  largest  city  in  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Virginia,  with  a  population  of  416,000. 

I  am  here  today  to  discuss  several  projects  of  grave  concern  to 
the  city,  which  are  essential  to  our  economic  well-being.  May  I  say 
here  that  we  are  fortunate  to  have  a  congressional  delegation,  and 
Congressman  Pickett,  which  fully  supports  our  efforts  on  all  of 
these  projects. 

First,  in  the  1992  Water  Resources  Development  Act,  Congress 
authorized  the  Virginia  Beach  erosion  control  and  hurricane  protec- 
tion project  at  a  total  project  cost  of  $112  million.  This  construction 
project  will  protect  six  miles  of  commercial  and  residential 
beachfront  from  storm  damage  resulting  from  a  direct  hit  from  a 
hurricane.  It  is  a  way  for  the  city  to  protect  the  nearly  $100  million 
we  have  recently  invested  in  streetscape  improvements  and  $290 
million  in  private  enterprise  development. 

This  proposed  project  has  been  under  consideration  for  25  years 
and  we  have  invested  substantial  time  and  money  in  this  project. 
However,  just  as  we  are  finally  scheduled  to  start  construction  in 
fiscal  year  1996,  with  a  requested  need  of  $1.6  million  in  Federal 
dollars,  we  find  that  the  Corps  has  not  included  any  funding  for 
the  project  in  their  1996  budget. 

The  project  has  been  the  basis  for  the  recent  renovation  of  the 
entire  beachfront  area,  and  its  cancellation  or  delay  will  put  the  en- 
tire above-mentioned  investment  at  risk.  Accordingly,  we  respect- 
fully request  that  your  committee  fund  the  $1.6  million  new  start 
construction  on  this  long-awaited  project  that  means  so  much  to 
our  city  and  the  region. 

Second,  I  am  here  to  address  the  annual  Beach  Nourishment 
Program,  which  has  continued  with  Federal  cost  participation  since 
1993.  Section  934  of  the  1986  Water  Resources  Development  Act 
authorized  an  extension  of  Federal  participation  for  an  additional 
25  years  upon  execution  of  a  new  local  cooperation  agreement.  The 
1990  Act  further  authorized  the  Corps  to  reimburse  the  city,  retro- 
active to  1987,  for  the  Federal  share  of  beach  nourishment  along 
the  resort  area  from  Rudee  Inlet  to  89th  Street.  The  reimburse- 
ment is  now  estimated  at  $3.1  million,  of  which  2.7  has  already 
been  approved  by  a  Federal  audit  report. 
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On  August  9,  1993,  the  City  of  Virginia  Beach  finally  executed 
the  local  cooperation  agreement  with  the  Corps,  which  reinstated 
Federal  cost  participation  in  the  annual  Beach  Nourishment  Pro- 
gram, and  which  stated  in  part,  the  government  shall  reimburse 
the  local  sponsor  for  such  costs  only  when  specifically  directed  by 
Congress  in  legislation  and  when  appropriations  are  made  avail- 
able for  such  purpose. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  advised  us  that  they  do  not  intend  to 
budget  the  $3.1  million  retroactive  reimbursement.  The  President's 
budget  requested  $900,000  for  Virginia  Beach,  which  was  included 
in  last  year's  energy  and  water  appropriations  bill,  but  this  funding 
is  only  for  the  upcoming  fiscal  year  and  does  not  address  the  reim- 
bursement amount  promised  to  the  city  by  the  Federal  Grovemment 
for  the  city's  past  sole  expenditures  for  beach  nourishment  between 
1987  and  1993  inclusive. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  issue  of  the  Federal  (Government  honor- 
ing its  commitments.  Based  on  the  fact  that  this  reimbursement 
has  been  authorized  by  Congress  to  be  paid  to  the  City  of  Virginia 
Beach  in  the  1990  WRDA,  and  that  the  LCA  now  requires  a  spe- 
cific appropriation  from  Congress,  we  implore  you  to  include  the 
$3.1  million  for  Retroactive  Reimbursement  Payment  in  the  fiscal 
year  1996  budget. 

This  request  should  not  be  considered  as  new  funding.  Rather,  it 
should  be  considered  as  repayment  for  commitments  made  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  city  over  the  past  six  years.  I  guess  we 
are  in  the  electronic  age  here. 

Mr.  Myers.  If  you  could  summarize,  we  would  appreciate  it.  Do 
councilmen  have  this  kind  of  problem? 

Mr.  Branch.  Yes,  we  do  sometimes.  We  have  all  kinds  of  prob- 
lems ourselves.  Basically,  sir,  we  were  surprised  and  shocked  to 
learn  that  John  Zirschky,  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
for  Civil  Works,  said  that  maintaining  the  shorelines  are  no  longer 
in  the  Federal  interests. 

Senator  Warner  said  that  if  this  is  true,  it  is  a  major  reversal 
of  national  policy  and  Congress  certainly  would  not  support  that 
reversal,  and,  basically,  I  wanted  to  touch  on  the  Sand  Bridge 
Project,  which  is  very  near  and  dear  to  myself  and  the  Congress- 
man's heart  as  well. 

We  have  established  a  special  tax  district.  We  have  folks  paying 
into  an  established  fund  to  participate  with  that.  We  would  like  to 
see  that  project  continue  as  well,  and  I  thank  you  for  allowing  me 
to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Virginia  Beach. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Branch  follows:] 
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Good  Afternoon  Chairman  Myers  and  members  of  the  Committee.   My 
name  is  Linwood  Branch.   I  am  a  City  Councilman  for  the  City  of  Virginia 
Beach.   It  is  a  privilege  to  appear  before  your  committee  today. 

As  you  probably  know,  Virginia  Beach  is  a  beautiful  resort  city  located 
only  a  few  hours  drive  from  the  nation's  capitol.  My  family  happens  to  be 
involved  in  the  resort  industry  as  we  own  a  small,  independent  hotel  on  the 
beach.  We  know  first  hand  that  the  well-  being  of  our  beach  front  is  crucial  to 
the  City's  economy.  The  6  miles  of  commercial  beach  front  are  the  livelihood  of 
many  Virginia  Beach  residents  and  the  City's  financial  health  since  tourism  is 
the  biggest  industry  in  this,  the  largest  city  in  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
with  a  population  of  416.000. 

I  am  here  today  to  discuss  several  projects  of  grave  concern  to  the  City 
which  are  essential  to  its  economic  well-being.  May  1  say  here,  that  we  are 
fortunate  to  have  a  Congressional  delegation  which  fully  supports  our  efforts  on 
all  of  these  projects. 

First,  in  the  1992  Water  Resources  Development  Act.  Congress 
authorized  the  Virginia  Beach  Erosion  Control  and  Hurricane  Protection  Project 
at  a  total  project  cost  of  $1 12  million  This  construction  project  will  protect  six 
miles  of  commercial  and  residential  beach  front  from  storm  damage  resulting 
fi-om  a  direct  hit  from  a  hurricane.  It  is  a  way  for  the  city  to  protect  the  nearly 
$100  million  it  has  recently  invested  in  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Avenues  as  well  as 
$290  million  in  private  enterprise  development.  This  proposed  project  has 
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been  under  consideration  for  over  25  years  and  we  have  invested  substantial 
time  and  money  in  this  project.   However,  just  as  we  are  finally  scheduled  to 
start  construction  in  FY  '96,  with  a  requested  need  of  $1.6  million  in  federal 
dollars,  we  find  that  the  Corps  has  not  included  any  fionding  for  the  project  in 
their  '96  budget.  The  project  has  been  the  basis  for  the  recent  renovation  of 
the  entire  beach  front  area,  and  its  cancellation  or  delay  will  put  the  entire 
above-mentioned  investment  at  risk.  Accordingly,  we  respectfully  request  that 
your  committee  fund  the  $1.6  million  "new"  start  construction  on  this  long 
awaited  project  that  means  so  much  to  our  City  and  the  region. 

Second.  I  am  here  to  address  the  annual  beach  nourishment  program  which 
has  continued  with  federal  cost  participation  since  1993.   Section  934  of  the  1986 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  (WRD^  authorized  an  extension  of  federal 
participation  for  an  additional  25  years  upon  execution  of  a  new  local  Cooperation 
Agreement.  The  1990  WRDA  further  authorized  the  Corps  to  reimburse  the  City, 
retroactive  to  1987,  for  the  federal  share  of  beach  nourishment  along  the  resort  area 
from  Rudee  Inlet  to  89th  Street,  the  reimbursement  is  now  estimated  at  $3,120,803, 
of  which  $2,737,547  has  already  been  approved  by  a  federal  audit  report  with  the 
baleince  pending  completion  of  the  full  audit. 

On  August  9,  1993.  the  City  of  Virginia  Beach  finally  executed  the  Local 
Cooperation  Agreement  (LCA)  with  the  Corps  which  reinstated  federal  cost 
participation  in  the  annual  beach  nourishment  program,  and  which  stated  in  part. 
The  Government  shall  reimburse  the  Local  Sponsor  (Va.  Beach)  for  such  (retroactive) 
costs  only  when  specifically  directed  Congress  in  legislation  and  when  appropriations 
are  made  available  for  such  purpose." 
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The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  advised  us  that  they  do  not  intend  to  budget  for 
the  $3,120,803  retroactive  reimbursement.  The  President's  FT95  Budget  requested 
$900,000  for  Virginia  Beach,  which  was  included  in  last  year's  Energy  &  Water 
Appropriations  bill,  but  this  funding  is  only  for  the  upcoming  fiscal  year,  and  DOES 
NOT  address  the  reimbursement  amount  promised  to  the  City  by  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  City's  past  sole  expenditures  for  beach  nourishment  between 
1987  and  1993  inclusive. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  issue  of  the  Federal  Government  taking  responsibility 
for  its  commitments.   Based  on  the  fact  that  this  reimbursement  has  been  authorized 
by  Congress  to  be  paid  to  the  City  of  Virginia  Beach  in  the  1990  WRDA,  and  now  that 
the  LCA  now  requires  a  specific  appropriation  from  Congress,  we  implore  you  to 
include  the  $3,120,803  for  retroactive  reimbursement  payment  in  the  1^96  budget. 

This  request  should  not  be  considered  as  new  funding.  Rather,  it  should  be 
considered  as  repayment  for  commitments  made  by  the  federal  government  to  the  City 
of  Virginia  Beach  over  the  past  6  years.  This  issue  is  particularly  painful  to  the  City 
because  the  City  has  already  expended  the  funds  based  on  assurances  by  the  federal 
government  that  they  would  be  reimbursed! 

We  were  shocked  to  leam  that  during  the  Senate  Environment  and 
Public  Works  Committee  hezirings  before  Senator  John  Warner  last  month.  Dr. 
John  Zirschky.  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Civil  Works,  told 
Senator  Warner  that  the  Corps  no  longer  considered  maintaining  the  shorelines 
of  the  United  States  to  be  in  the  national  interest.  Senator  Warner  said  that  if 
this  is  true,  it  is  a  major  reversal  of  national  policy,  and  Congress  certainly 
would  not  support  that  reversal. 
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We  certainly  hope  that  the  Federal  policy  regarding  the  nation's  shoreline 
has  not  been  reversed,  particularly  with  project's  such  as  these  where  there  is  a 
long  history  of  federal  promises  and  funding  involvement. 

Therefore,  we  respectfully  request  that  the  federal  government  honor  the 
commitment  that  it  made  to  Virginia  Beach  for  Section  934  funding,  and 
reimburse  the  City  $3, 120,803  in  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Bill. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  briefly  discuss  another  erosion  and 
control  and  hurricane  protection  project  currently  underway  at  Sandbridge 
beach,  south  of  the  City.  The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992 
authorized  this  project  at  a  total  cost  of  $8.85  million,  with  $5.75  million  being' 
the  total  federal  share.  The  City  is  pleased  that  the  Corps  budgeted  $470,000 
for  continued  preconstruction,  engineering  and  design  for  Fy96.  with  new  start 
construction  expected  to  begin  in  FY'97.  To  ensure  that  this  project  move 
forward,  the  City  has  enacted  a  special  tax  district  at  Sandbridge  and  will 
receive  $2.8  million  reimbursement  from  the  Commonwealth  for  the  initial 
nourishment  cost.  Sandbridge  Beach  is  badly  eroded  and  we  urge  that  federal 
involvement  continue  in  this  very  important  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  testimony.  Thank  you  for  allowing  me 
the  opportunity  to  appear  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Virginia  Beach. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  will  just  say  this.  Your  Congressman  and  the 
Chairman  and  I  are  having  breakfast  together  Thursday  morning, 
so  just  out  of  necessity,  we  are  going  to  talk  to  your  Congressman, 
who  we  respect  so  much. 

Mr.  Branch.  Well,  I  look  forward  to  the  next  Thursday  morning 
breakfast. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Councilman  Branch. 

Mr.  Branch.  Your  staff  was  very  nice  to  us  this  morning  as  well. 
Thank  you. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
COE  PROJECTS  IN  THE  PACIFIC  OCEAN  DIVISION 
WITNESS 
HON.  DANIEL  L.  AKAKA,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  HAWAII 

Mr.  Myers.  Senator  Akaka,  your  former  colleagues  in  the  House 
appreciably  said  they  will  let  you  go  ahead  of  them.  It  is  going  to 
cost  you,  though. 

Senator  Akaka.  It  will  be  worth  it. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  pleased  to  hear  from  you. 

Senator  Akaka.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  so  much.  I  look 
forward  to  appearing  before  you.  Just  appearing  here  before  you  in 
this  room  and  looking  at  you  brings  back  many  fond  memories. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  you  didn't  think  that  a  few  years  ago  when  you 
left  us. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  tell  him  that  actually, 
you  know,  really  the  House  hasn't  done  very  well  since  you  left,  I 
might  add.  We  miss  you,  you  see. 

Senator  Akaka.  Well,  I  miss  you  folks. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record,  if  you  could  summarize. 

Senator  Akaka.  I  will  submit  my  statement  and  make  some  re- 
marks to  you.  First,  I  want  to  say  thanks  to  the  Members  that  let 
me  go  ahead  of  them,  and  I  want  to  say  thanks  to  you  and  to  Tom 
for  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  you.  But  I  have  two  reasons 
for  being  here. 

One  is  to  ask  for  your  support  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers' Pacific  Ocean  Division  and  their  budget  request  of 
$2,328,000  for  fiscal  year  1996.  This  includes  $700,000  for  general 
investigations  and  $1,628,000  for  operation  and  maintenance. 

I  tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Corps  as  a  whole — has  done  a  great 
job  for  the  country.  POD,  in  particular,  has  done  a  great  job  for  us 
in  Hawaii,  for  Guam,  for  Samoa  and  for  the  Northern  Marianas, 
and  I  want  to  thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration.  You  will 
find  the  rest  of  my  feelings  in  my  statement.  But  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  say  aloha  to  you  and  to  Tom  and  to  Lou  also  and  wish 
you  well  in  your  efforts  here.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Senator  Akaka  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  DANIEL  K.  AKAKA 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

March  22,  1995 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.   It's  nice  to  see  you  again. 
I  do  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  your 
Subconunittee  today. 

I  am  here  to  express  my  full  support  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers'  Pacific  Ocean  Division  budget  request  of  $2,328,000 
for  FY  1996.   This  includes  $700,000  for  General  Investigations 
and  $1,628,000  for  Operation  and  Maintenance. 

As  you  know,  the  Pacific  Ocean  Division  Civil  Works  Program, 
based  in  Honolulu,  includes  the  State  of  Hawaii,  the  territory  of 
American  Samoa,  the  territory  of  Guam,  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
the  Northern  Marianas.   Because  of  our  isolated  geographical 
location  and  diverse  island  needs,  you  can  imagine  the  importance 
that  POD  plays  in  the  daily  lives  of  our  people.   This  productive 
relationship  becomes  even  more  important  to  us  during  times  of 
natural  disasters. 

Taking  into  consideration  every  federal  entity  with  which  I 
have  had  to  work  with  during  my  congressional  career,  it  is  my 
firm  opinion  that  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  as  a  whole, 
and  the  Pacific  Ocean  Division,  in  particular,  are  among  the  most 
responsive,  professional,  and  efficient  of  all. 

Over  the  years,  the  Pacific  Ocean  Division  has  been  of 
immeasurable  assistance  in  a  variety  of  initiatives  to  our 
Pacific  island  communities.   Its  work  on  navigation  improvements. 
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flood  control,  shore  and  hurricane  protection,  hydropower 
generation,  water  supply,  environmental  protection,  emergency 
response  and  recovery,  and  the  development  of  ports  and  harbors 
have  solidified  the  Corps'  place  as  a  vital  element  of  Pacific 
society. 

I  remember  in  1992,  I  was  able  to  view  firsthand  POD's 
Hurricane  Iniki  relief  efforts  on  Kauai.   From  the  activation  of 
its  Emergency  Operation  Center  prior  to  the  disaster  to  its 
immediate  aftermath  response  in  delivering  basic  services, 
assessing  damage  and  providing  Full  Service  Centers  and  emergency 
housing,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  proved  once  again  its  ability  to 
quickly  respond  and  more  importantly,  its  ability  to  respond  in 
time  of  crisis.   The  people  of  Kauai  expressed  their  appreciation 
by  displaying  "Thank  You"  banners  along  the  highways. 

Such  dedication  and  sensitivity,  however,  is  not  new  to  the 
Corps.   Indeed,  while  the  challenges  facing  our  communities 
are  unique  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  nation,  POD  has  always 
been  there  for  us.   From  the  repeated  typhoons  in  Guam  and  the 
Northern  Marianas  to  the  dire  need  for  shore  protection  and 
harbor  development  on  many  islands,  POD  has  contributed  immensely 
to  assisting  our  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  your  Subcommittee  deliberates  funding 
levels  for  FY  1996,  I  ask  that  you  keep  in  mind  the  special  role 
that  the  Pacific  Ocean  Division  plays  in  Hawaii  and  other  Pacific 
island  communities  and  that  you  fully  support  the  Division's 
request  of  $2,328,000. 


781 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Danny,  and  your  statement  will  be 
in  the  record.  And  we  will  come  out  and  visit  you  sometime. 
Senator  Akaka.  Please  do.  I  look  forward  to  that. 
Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 

COE  PROJECTS  IN  TENNESSEE 

WITNESS 

HON.  BART  GORDON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

Mr.  Myers.  Now,  Congressman,  our  colleague,  Mr.  Gordon, 
thank  you  for  yielding  time  to  our  colleague  across  the  way. 

Mr.  Gk)RDON.  Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  be  here 
with  you.  I  know  we  are  on  a  short  fuse  and  so  I  will  submit  my 
statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  becomes  part  of  the  record 
and  you  may  summarize  if  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  have  always  heard  that  many  are  called,  but  few 
are  chosen.  I  guess  that  is  it,  so  I  am  glad  that  you  two  chose  to 
be  here  today. 

My  request  is  a  very  simple  request  for  $635,000  to  implement 
the  recommendations  set  forth  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Environ- 
mental Evaluation  Master  Plan  and  Reconnaissance  Study  for  the 
Black  Fox  wetlands,  Murfree  and  Oakland  Springs  which  has  been 
submitted  to  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  request  is  for  the  construction  and  protection 
of  a  wetland  area,  both  for  the  normal  reasons  of  flood  control, 
water  quality,  as  well  as  education  for  university  students  as  well 
as  elementary  and  high  school  students  in  the  area.  And  I  think 
it  follows  all  the  normal  procedures  that  you  have  seen.  So  let  me 
maybe  put  my  personal  touch  on  it. 

This  is  my  hometown  of  Murfreesboro,  Tennessee,  which  is  the 
fastest  growing  community  and  county  in  Tennessee,  one  of  the  50 
fastest  growing  in  America.  It  is  in  middle  Tennessee.  And  in  mid- 
dle Tennessee  you  might  remember  Mr.  Joe  Evans  dammed  up  just 
about  all  the  water  that  flowed  around  there,  and  so  there  really 
are  very 

Mr.  Myers.  He  once  chaired  this  committee. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  know  it,  yes.  And  I  am — I  guess  after  Al  Gore, 
I  was  next  in  line  after  Mr.  Evans.  And  because  of  Mr.  Evans'  good 
work,  there  are  many  dams  with  very  few  wetlands  in  middle  Ten- 
nessee. About  the  only  wetlands  around  are  in  my  hometown.  It 
just  happens  they  are  right  in  the  middle  of  town,  and  because  of 
that,  when  you  are  in  the  fastest  growing  community  in  the  State, 
there  is  encroachment  just  every  day  and  it  is  a  battle  every  day 
to,  you  know,  something  else  is  lost  both,  again,  for  water  quality, 
for  flood  control,  as  well  as  just  for  the  education  of  wetlands  in 
our  community.  And  that  is  why  it  is  so  important  that  we  go  for- 
ward with  this,  and  that  is  why  I  make  this  a  very  personal  inter- 
est and  a  very  personal  request  that  we  can  move  forward  so  we 
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can  try  to  protect  these  areas  before  the  encroachment  takes  them 
away  and  we  lose  this  opportunity  forever. 

I  thank  you  for  having  the  chance  to  work  with  you  in  the  past. 
This  committee  has  always  been  gracious  and  understanding  and 
I  would  request  your  support  once  again. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gordon  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THE  HONORABLE  BART  GORDON 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  22,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  this 
afternoon.  I  know  you  have  had  a  long  day  of  testimony,  so  I 
won't  delay  the  process  with  extended  remarks. 

I  eim  requesting  two  appropriations  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
section  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 
bill. 

My  first  request  is  for  $635,000  in  planning,  engineering 
and  design  funds  for  the  Black  Fox,  Oaklands  and  Murfree  Springs 
wetland  preservation  and  educational  project.   These  funds  will 
preserve  an  area  of  natural  wetlands  in  my  hometown  of 
Murfreesboro,  Tennessee  and  will  plan  and  design  an  environmental 
educational  center  which  will  interpret  the  wetlands  so  that  area 
students,  residents  and  visitors  to  middle  Tennessee  can  learn 
about  our  natural  ecosystem  first  hand. 

I  continue  to  actively  work  with  the  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  Sxibcommittee  on  Water  Resources  and  the 
Environment  to  authorize  this  project  in  the  Water  Resource 
Development  Act  of  1995.   The  project  was  included  in  last  year's 
Chairman's  mark  for  the  Water  Resource  Development  Act 
reauthorization  bill. 

In  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  the  Subcommittee  provided  the 
Corps  with  $240,000  to  conduct  an  environmental  evaluation, 
master  plan  and  reconnaissance  study  which  inventories  existing 
environmental  resources,  proposes  the  best  way  to  preserve  and 
interpret  the  resources  and  coordinates  local  sponsors  who  will 
operate  and  maintain  the  project  once  it's  up  and  running.    I 
have  provided  the  subcommittee  with  a  copy  of  the  reconnaissance 
study  and  environmental  evaluation  and  the  master  plan. 

As  I've  testified  to  on  previous  occasions,  Murfreesboro  is 
in  Rutherford  county  which  is  one  of  the  50  fastest  growing 
counties  in  the  country.  I  am  excited  c±)out  the  continued 
economic  development  of  my  hometown,  but  I  fear  some  of  the 
area's  finest  natural  resources  will  be  forever  lost  to 
development  if  immediate  action  is  not  taken. 

The  community's  support  for  this  project  and  its  commitment 
to  preserving  the  wetlands  remains  strong.   The  Black  Fox, 
Murfree  and  Oakland  Springs  wetlands  provide  critical  flood 
control  and  water  quality  enhancement  in  addition  to  being  the 
natural  habitat  for  several  plants  which  are  on  the  State's 
threatened  and  endangered  species  list.   The  wetlands  store 
stormwater  runoff  and  provide  a  natural  underground  drainage 
system.   The  Corps  has  estimated  that  without  this  natural 
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underground  drainage  system  flood  depths  on  Lytle  Creek,  which 
runs  through  the  middle  of  Murfreesboro,  would  be  four  feet 
higher  than  they  are  presently. 

The  purpose  of  this  preservation  project  and  the 
interpretative  environmental  education  center  is  to: 

1)  Preserve  the  wetlands  and  maintain  the  flood  control 
role  they  play; 

2)  Preserve  the  wetland  ecosystems  which  support  wildlife 
and  several  endangered  species  of  plant  life  which  are 
indigenous  to  the  area; 

3)  Provide  for  an  environmental  education  center  which 
will: 

a)  educate  elementary,  secondary  and  post -secondary 
students  and  the  general  public  about  wetland 
environments ; 

b)  provide  a  facility  from  which  research  can  be 
conducted  by  the  Middle  Tennessee  State  University 
faculty  and  students; 

c)  allow  local  school  districts  to  develop  an 
environmental  related  curriculum  and  instruct  teachers 
how  best  to  teach  the  hands  on  courses  at  the 
environmental  center. 

4)  Interpret  the  natural  benefits  and  components  of  the 
wetlands  including  flood  control,  water  quality  improvement, 
wildlife  and  aquatic  life  habitats; 

5)  Teach  students,  residents  and  visitors  to  the  area  what 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  other  governmental  agencies 
are  doing  to  protect  wetlands  and  how  each  citizen  can  help 
preserve  wetland  environments. 

I  am  working  with  Chairman  Boehlert  and  ranking  Democrat 
Robert  Borski  of  the  Water  Resources  and  the  Environment 
subcommittee  to  authorize  this  project  in  this  year's  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  reauthorization.   As  you  know,  normal 
procedure  to  authorize  and  appropriate  Corps  of  Engineers 
projects  is  a  four  step  process:  (1)  reconnaissance  study,  (2) 
feasibility  study,  (3)  Planning,  Engineering  and  Design  stage, 
and  (4)  construction.  After  lengthy  consultation  with  the 
Nashville  Corps  and  considerable  review  of  the  purpose  and  intent 
of  each  step,  in  an  attempt  to  save  time  and  money  we  decided  to 
fold  the  feasibility  study  into  the  master  plan  and 
reconnaissance  study. 

The  reasoning  for  this  consolidation  is  three -fold.   First, 
the  four  step  process  is  designed  for  large,  complicated  Corps 
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projects  like  locks,  dams,  and  flood  dikes  which  cost  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  to  construct  and  take  many  years  to  complete. 
The  project  for  which  I  am  seeking  funding  is  not  to  this  scale. 
Second,  the  reconnaissance  study  and  the  master  plan  together 
provide  enough  information  to  accurately  estimate  costs  and 
prepare  project  plans  and  specifications.   Third,  the  feasibility 
study  will  be  duplicative  and  add  cost  to  the  overall  project's 
bottom  line  and  extend  the  life  of  the  project. 

My  second  request  is  for  a  $200,000  appropriation  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  section  of  the  bill  to  complete  the  planning, 
engineering  and  design  stage  of  an  ongoing  Corps  project  at 
Drakes  Creek  Park  on  Old  Hickory  Lake  in  Hendersonville, 
Tennessee. 

This  project  was  commenced  under  the  authority  provided  by 
Section  1135  of  the  Water  Resource  Development  Act  of  1986. 
Sedimentation  in  Drakes  Creek  is  rapidly  deteriorating  the 
natural  assets  and  recreational  value  of  the  Drakes  Creek 
embayment.   In  addition  to  the  environmental  damage  to  fish, 
wildlife  and  the  general  ecosystem,  boating  and  other 
recreational  activities  are  limited.   Abatement  of  these  problems 
is  important  and  necessary. 

The  Corps  has  completed  a  significant  portion  of  the 
planning,  engineering  and  design  and  needs  an  additional  $200,000 
to  complete  work. 

I  would  greatly  appreciate  your  support  for  these  request 
during  the  subcommittee's  upcoming  markup.  I  would  be  glad  to 
answer  any  questions.   Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  You  know  we  will  do  ev- 
erything that  we  can. 

Mr.  Gk)RDON.  I  know  that. 

Mr.  Bevill.  To  assist  you. 

Mr.  Gordon.  In  tough  times,  I  know  that  you  will  give  it  the 
best  consideration.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  for  your  testimony.  Thanks  for  giv- 
ing time  to  Danny.  We  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Gk)RDON.  Certainly.  I  guess  we  better  go  vote. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  stand  in  recess  while  we  all  go 
over  and  do  our  constitutional  responsibility  for  about  10  minutes. 

[Recess.] 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
NEBRASKA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

J.  MICHAEL  JESS,  DIRECTOR,  NEBRASKA  DEPARTMENT  OF  WATER 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  We  apologize  for 
delaying  our  witnesses  here  who  have  come  all  this  way  and  to 
have  us  spend  our  time  running  back  and  forth. 

The  committee  will  be  pleased  to  hear  J.  Michael  Jess,  who  is  the 
Director  of  the  Department  of  Water  Resources.  Jess,  good  to  see 
you  today.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record 
and  you  may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Jess.  All  right.  I  will  try  to  be  fast. 

Mr.  Myers.  And  we  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Jess.  All  right.  I  am  appearing  here  today  on  behalf  of  Gov- 
ernor Ben  Nelson  of  my  State.  The  first  project  I  wanted  to  talk 
about  briefly  is  the  Wood  River  flood  control  project.  Mr.  Ron  Bish- 
op will  follow  me  and  probably  can  give  you  more  details.  But  that 
project  has  been — has  gotten  to  the  point  where  it  is  nearing  con- 
struction. There  have  been  obligated  funds  from  both  the  local  and 
the  State  agencies,  and  instead  of  the  administration's  rec- 
ommendations, we  would  like  to  see  appropriated  $577,600  for  that 
project. 

The  Section  14  emergency  streambank  and  shoreline  projection 
is  the  next  item  I  wanted  to  touch  on  just  briefly.  In  Nebraska,  we 
have  had  six  projects — three  projects,  rather,  that  have  been  de- 
layed according  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  due  to  insufficient  funds. 

I  would  like  to  just  urge  the  committee  to  look  at  that  program. 
I  realize  it  is  a  national  program,  to  see  if  there  is  sufficient  fund- 
ing that  is  going  toward  those  projects  for  my  State  and  for  other 
States  as  well. 

Congressman  Bereuter  spoke  to  you  earlier  and  touched  on  an- 
other item.  We  noted  it  comes  up  in  the  Section  205  flood  control 
efforts  that  the  Corps  has  been  charged  with,  and  that  had  to  do, 
of  course,  with  the  2-to-l  benefit-cost  floor  and  the  requirement 
that  the  administration  has  discussed  of  not  using  this  program  for 
programs  that  do  not  have  interstate  or  some  regional  application. 
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As  Congressman  Bereuter  indicated,  that  is  effectively  going  to  kill 
that  program,  we  believe,  and  it  has  had  a  lot  of  effective  useful- 
ness in  my  State. 

In  my  testimony,  you  will  see  our  support  for  the  Antelope  Creek 
project,  the  Missouri  National  Recreation  River  Flood  Control  Con- 
struction Project,  the  Missouri  Mitigation  Program  and  the  Lower 
Platte  Tributaries  flood  prevention  survey. 

We  only  have  one  Bureau  of  Reclamation  project  underway  in 
Nebraska  at  this  time,  and  this  is  to  finish  up  the  North  Loup 
project.  The  administration  has  recommended  $900,000,  and  I  be- 
lieve that  will  finish  that  project,  and  we  certainly  do  want  to 
thank  the  committee  for  your  support  in  the  past  for  helping  us  get 
that  concluded.  Your  staff,  I  believe,  has  my  address  and  phone 
number.  If  there  are  questions  in  the  future,  please  call. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Director  Jess,  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Jess  follows:] 
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J.  Michael  Jess 

Director  of  Water  Resources 

State  of  Nebraska 

Mr.  Chairman  and  committee  members,  I  am  Michael  Jess,  Director  of  Water 
Resources  for  the  State  of  Nebraska.  This  written  testimony  is  given  on  behalf 
of  Ben  Nelson,  Governor  of  Nebraska.  My  purpose  is  to  urge  your  support  for 
several  water  resources  projects  and  investigations  needed  in  my  state. 

1.  Wood  River  Flood  Control  Project  (Corps  of  Engineers) 

Considerable  progress  in  planning  and  design  has  now  gotten  to  the  point 
where  necessary  cost  share  commitments  have  been  obligated  by  State  and  local 
entities.  The  Project  is  nearing  construction.  Rather  than  the  recommendation 
made  by  the  Administration,  some  $577,600  is  needed  for  initiation  of 
construction. 

2.  Section  14  Emergency  Streambank  and  Shoreline  Protection   (Corps  of 
Engineers) 

Sparsely  populated  states  like  mine  find  Section  14  programs  particularly 
suited  to  small-scale  projects.  In  the  past  six  months  three  projects  have  been 
delayed  due  to  "insufficient  funds".  The  need  for  additional  appropriations 
therefore  seems  apparent.  We  urge  the  Committee  review  these  needs  and  make 
necessary  additions. 
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3.  Section  205  Flood  Control  Projects  (Corps  of  Engineers) 

The  Section  205  Program  has  seen  effective  use  in  Nebraska.  Currently,  six 
projects  are  underway.  The  Committee  is  urged  to  resist  proposals  for  a  2:1 
benefit-cost  "floor"  or  for  having  the  Program  reserved  for  situations  having  an 
interstate  or  regional  application.  Implementing  proposals  like  those  would 
effectively  phase  out  the  Section  205  Program. 

4.  Other  Corps  of  Engineers'  Pro.iects  and  Programs 

In  addition  to  needed  operation  and  maintenance  funds  requested  by  the 
Corps,  Nebraska  is  supportive  of  these  Administration  recommendations: 

Antelope  Creek  Flood  Damage  Prevention  $90,000 

Missouri  National  Recreation  River  Flood  $20,000 

Control  Construction 

Missouri  River  Fish  and  Wildlife  Mitigation        $5,700,000 
Construction 

Lower  Platte  River  and  Tributaries  $441,000 

Flood  Damage  Prevention  Survey 

5.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

A  consequence  of  downsizing  leaves  few  Bureau  initiatives  in  my  state. 
None  the  less  important  proposals  such  as  the  North  Loup  Project  ($900,000)  are 
contained  in  the  Administration's  recommendation.  They  have  Nebraska's  support. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  Committee  for  past  support  for 
these  and  other  activities.  Should  questions  arise  concerning  this  testimony, 
please  direct  them  to  me  at  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Water  Resources,  P.O.  Box 
94676,  Lincoln,  Nebraska  68509-4676,  phone  number  402/471/2363. 


792 

Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
BUENA  VISTA  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT,  VIRGINIA 

WmSfESSES 

HON.  BOB  GOODLATTE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  VIRGINIA 
CHARLES  E.  CARR,  PLANT  MANAGER,  MODINE  MANUFACTURING  COM- 
PANY,   MEMBER    OF    GOVERNOR    ALLEN'S    REGIONAL    ADVISORY 
BOARD,  REGION  IV 
JAMES  E.  JEFFERIES,  MAYOR  OF  BUENA  VISTA 
DEBBIE  GARRETT,  MEMBER  OF  BUENA  VISTA  CITY  COUNCIL 
ARCHIE  BEVERLY,  MEMBER  OF  BUENA  VISTA  COUNCIL 
STEPHEN  LOWDER,  MEMBER  OF  BUENA  VISTA  CITY  COUNCIL 
RICHARD  FLORA,  BUENA  VISTA  CITY  MANAGER 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  recognize  our  colleague  from 
Virginia,  Bob  Goodlatte.  Bob,  we  apologize  for — ^you  were  in  here 
a  couple  of  times  back  and  forth. 

Mr.  Goodlatte.  I  looked  up  for  your  light  and  I  didn't  see  it,  and 
then  I  saw  it,  and  I  said,  boy,  he  didn't  spend  any  time. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  I  hope  our  lights  were  lit. 

Mr.  Goodlatte.  They  were,  they  were.  But  what  I  am  saying  is 
I  didn't  see  it  until  apparently  you  had  already  headed  back. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  the  committee  is  pleased  to  welcome  back  our 
colleague  and  your  associates  here.  If  you  would  introduce  your  as- 
sociates and  you  may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  GrOODLATTE.  Only  one  of  us  is  going  to  testify,  I  promise. 

Mr.  Myers.  A  lot  of  good  cheering  section  there. 

Mr.  GrOODLATTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  very  much  appreciate  the  op- 
portunity to  offer  this  testimony,  and  you  may  recall  having  rep- 
resentatives here  from  the  City  of  Buena  Vista  in  each  of  the  last 
two  years  regarding  this  issue. 

Today,  I  have  with  me  several  folks,  Jim  Jefferies,  the  Mayor  of 
Buena  Vista,  three  Members  of  the  Buena  Vista  City  Council, 
Debbie  Garrett,  Archie  Beverly  and  Steve  Lowder,  and  then  Rich- 
ard Flora,  the  Buena  Vista  City  Manager.  And  in  addition,  testify- 
ing will  be  Mr.  Charles  E.  Carr,  who  is  the  Plant  Manager  for 
Modine  Manufacturing  Company,  a  company  that  is  in  the  flood- 
plain  and  he  is  also  a  member  of  Governor  George  Allen's  Regional 
Advisory  Board. 

I  would  just  like  to  briefly  say  that  you  may  be  familiar  with  us 
when  we  were  here  two  years  ago  and  we  testified,  the  city  was 
under  a  flood  warning  at  the  time  that  we  were  testifying  and  you 
wondered  how  we  had  scheduled  that.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  are 
often  under  flood  warnings.  But  the  work  is  now  progressing. 
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I  was  in  Buena  Vista  just  a  few  weeks  ago  and  toured  the 
riverfront  where  this  work  is  going  underway  and  it  is  coming 
along  on  schedule  and  very  well,  and  they  are  now  about  to  enter 
the  second  phase,  and  this  is  vitally  important  for  this  small  city 
that  has  been  a  magnet  for  creating  jobs  in  the  Shenandoah  Valley 
for  many,  many  years,  and  has  been  hit  very  hard  by  floods  in  re- 
cent years  and  needs  to  continue  and  complete  this  project,  which 
will  be  completed  in  the  next  two  years  with  the  committee's  sup- 
port. 

Let  me  turn  it  over  to  Mr.  Carr. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Goodlatte  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Representative  Boh  Goodlatte 

Before  the  Suhcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

on  the  James  R.  Olin  Flood  Control  Project 

in  Buena  Vista,  Virginia 

March  22,  1995 


I  want  to  thank  you  Chairman  Myers,  Ranking  Member  Bevill  and  the 
Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  once  again  testify  to  the  benefits  of  this 
worthwhile  project.    I  am  here  to  request  that  the  Committee  appropriate  $7.4 
million  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  continued  construction  of  the  James  R.  Olin 
Rood  Control  Project  in  Buena  Vista,  Virginia. 

Accompanying  me  to  show  local  support  for  the  project  are  Mayor 
James  Jefferies,  three  members  of  the  Buena  Vista  City  Council,  Debbie 
Garrett,  Archie  Beverly,  and  Stephen  Lowder,  and  the  Buena  Vista  City 
Manager,  Richard  Flora.    Charles  E.  Carr,  the  plant  manager  of  Modine 
Manufacturing  Co.,  a  company  located  in  the  flood  plain,  will  be  testifying 
today  about  the  economic  impact  of  years  of  flooding  on  the  city  and  the 
community  revitahzation  that  is  anticipated  as  a  result  of  the  flood  wall 
construction.    They  all  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

We  are  very  proud  of  the  progress  of  this  project,  thanks  to  the  hard 
work  of  local  and  state  officials,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
continued  support  of  this  subcommittee. 
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The  non-Federal  share  of  the  project  cost  is  25  percent.    Raising  this 
amount  of  money  is  a  huge  undertaking  for  such  a  small  city,  but  the 
conununity  is  meeting  the  task.    In  addition,  the  State  is  picking  up  a  total  of 
50%  of  the  local  share. 

In  1990  Congress  authorized  full  funding  for  the  flood  control  project. 
Congress  appropriated  $1.3  million  for  project  and  construction  funds  in  FY 
1993,  $4.1  million  in  FY  1994,  and  $4.7  milhon  in  FY  1995.    I  recently 
toured  the  construction  site  and  am  pleased  to  tell  you  that  the  construction 
phase  is  progressing  on  schedule.    Phase  U  of  the  contract,  the  levy  contract, 
was  just  awarded  on  March  9th.    As  you  know  the  President  has  requested  a 
$7.4  million  appropriation  in  his  FY  96  budget  to  fund  this  phase.    I  ask  the 
Conunittee  to  please  fully  fund  the  President's  request. 

Mr.  Carr  and  our  city  officials  can  better  give  an  update  on  the 
project's  progress,  so  I'll  turn  over  the  remainder  of  my  time  to  them.    Thank 
you  very  much. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Please  proceed,  Mr.  Carr. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Goodlatte. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  on  behalf  of  the 
citizens  of  Buena  Vista,  we  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  be  here  today.  The  City  of  Buena  Vista  has  been  inun- 
dated by  three  major  floods  in  the  last  59  years.  These  floods  oc- 
curred in  1936,  1969,  and  1985. 

The  Maury  River,  which  flows  along  the  western  boundary  of  the 
city  has,  in  each  flood,  caused  severe  damage  to  the  highly  indus- 
trialized sections  of  our  city.  Floods  have  also  caused  considerable 
damage  to  the  city's  central  business  district,  as  well  as  the  lower- 
lying  residential  areas. 

The  1969  flood  and  the  largest  flood  on  record,  is  estimated  to 
have  exceeded  the  100-year  flood  level.  According  to  estimates  pre- 
pared by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  resulting  damages  in 
terms  of  1969  dollars  from  that  flood  totaled  $13,880,000.  The  1969 
flood  covered  approximately  620  acres  of  the  city  with  depths  of  1 
to  8  feet. 

After  the  1969  flood,  a  study  was  performed  by  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers to  determine  feasibility  of  reducing  flooding  on  the  Maury 
River.  The  Corps  prepared  engineering  preliminary  reports  and 
recommended  the  construction  of  a  levee  and  a  wall  to  protect  the 
city. 

The  most  recent  major  flood  occurred  in  November  of  1985.  As 
a  result  of  both  floods,  the  city  experienced  losses  totaling 
$42,429,000.  To  place  this  in  perspective,  on  June  30th  the  city  had 
a  total  property  assessment  value  of  $108,454,000.  The  1985  flood 
losses  alone  were  equivalent  to  26.3  percent  of  the  city's  total  real 
property  assessment. 

In  September  of  1985,  prior  to  the  flood,  nearly  55  percent  of  the 
citys  civilian  labor  force  was  employed  in  the  manufacturing  sec- 
tor. Due  to  the  1969  and  1985  floods,  the  city  has  lost  three  major 
industries,  which  resulted  in  800  lost  jobs.  While  other  industries 
remain,  the  potential  for  expansion  and/or  increased  employment  is 
basically  nonexistent  due  to  the  threat  of  flooding. 

While  the  industrial  community  was  severely  impacted  by  flood- 
ing, we  certainly  can't  lose  sight  of  the  effects  which  were  felt  by 
the  residential  and  commercial  sections  of  the  community. 

The  city's  central  business  district  consists  of  a  six-block  area 
and  is  located  along  the  Maury  River.  In  both  1969  and  1985,  ap- 
proximately 80  percent  of  the  central  business  district  was  inun- 
dated with  up  to  6  feet  of  water. 

Many  of  the  buildings  vacated  as  a  result  of  the  flood  have  not 
been  reopened.  This  has  resulted  in  an  extremely  high  vacancy  rate 
in  the  downtown  area,  with  40  to  50  percent  of  the  central  business 
district  buildings  remaining  vacant. 

Approximately  80  to  100  homes  were  damaged  significantly,  and 
unquestionably  the  value  of  these  homes,  along  with  the  vitality  of 
the  community,  has  been  expressed.  Additionally,  we  see  a  more 
far-reaching  effect  on  the  lower  values  of  housing  and  property  lo- 
cated in  and  around  the  flood-prone  areas. 

Faced  with  the  significant  loss  of  employment,  as  well  as  de- 
pressed property  values  and  loss  of  tax  base,  it  was  obvious  that 
we  must  face  and  solve  our  problems  or  die  as  a  community. 
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As  a  result  of  the  partnership  with  the  Federal  Government,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  and  the  City  of  Buena  Vista,  a  solution 
was  found  and  that  solution  is  the  James  R.  Olin  Flood  Control 
Project,  which  today  is  becoming  a  reality. 

The  first  contract  for  the  James  R.  Olin  Flood  Control  Project 
was  awarded  in  the  summer  of  1994  and  that  is  near  completion. 
The  second  and  final  contract  for  the  project  was  just  awarded  this 
month  by  the  Corps.  As  a  result  of  competitive  bids,  we  are  pleased 
to  report  that  the  estimated  cost  has  dropped  from  the  original  $42 
million  to  a  current  estimate  of  $37  million.  That  contract  is  ex- 
pected to  be  completed  this  fall. 

We  would  like  to  certainly  thank  and  express  our  thanks  to  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  bringing  the  cost  down  to  this  level, 
and  we  are  confident  that  this  project  will  allow  Buena  Vista  to 
once  again  reach  its  full  potential  and  continue  to  be  a  viable  com- 
munity capable  of  providing  adequate  municipal  services  at  a  rea- 
sonable tax  rate. 

On  behalf  of  Mayor  Jefferies,  the  City  Council,  the  City  Manager 
Flora  and  our  entire  community,  I  would  like  to,  again,  express  our 
appreciation  to  this  committee  for  allowing  us  to  be  here  and  tes- 
tify. Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Carr  follows:] 
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CITY  OF  BUENA  VISTA 

City  Hall 

2039  Sycamore  Avenue 
BuENA  Vista,  Virginia  24416 


Telephone  (703)  261-^121 


CHARLES  E.  CARR,  PLANT  MANAGER 

MODINE  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY 

1221  MAGNOLIA  AVENUE 

BUENA  VISTA,  VIRGINIA  24416 


SUMMARY  OF  REQUEST 


CONTINUED  FUNDING  OF  THE  JAMES  R.  OLIN  FLOOD 

CONTROL  PROJECT 

FOR  BUENA  VISTA,  VIRGINIA 
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CITY  OF  BUENA  VISTA 

City  Hall 

2039  Sycamore  Avenue 
BuENA  Vista,  Virginu  24416 


Telephone  (703)  261-6121 


TO  MEMBERS  OF:  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY 
AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THIS  SUB-COMMITTEE,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 
CITIZENS  OF  THE  CITY  OF  BUENA  VISTA,  I  WANT  TO  EXTEND  TO  YOU  OUR 
APPRECL\TION  FOR  ALLOWING  US  TO  BE  HERE  TODAY  AND  SPEAK  WITH  YOU 
REGARDING  THE  JAMES  R  OLIN  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT  WHICH  IS  NOW 
UNDER  CONSTRUCTION  IN  THE  CITY  OF  BUENA  VISTA,  VIRGINL\ 

BUENA  VISTA,  WITH  A  POPULATION  OF  6,400  PEOPLE,  IS  LOCATED  IN  THE 
SHENANDOAH  VALLEY,  APPROXIMATELY  THREE  MILES  EAST  OF  INTERSTATE  81 
AND  FOUR  MILES  EAST  OF  INTERSTATE  64  IN  ROCKBRIDGE  COUNTY  WE  ARE 
THE  INDUSTRIAL  HUB  FOR  THE  SOUTHERN  PORTION  OF  THE  SHENANDOAH 
VALLEY,  WITH  TWELVE  MAJOR  INDUSTRIES  LOCATED  WITHIN  THE  CITY 

THE  CITY  OF  BUENA  VISTA  HAS  BEEN  INUNDATED  BY  THREE  MAJOR  FLOODS  IN 
THE  PAST  59  YEARS  THESE  FLOODS  OCCURRED  IN  1936,  1969,  AND  1985  THE 
MAURY  RIVER,  WHICH  FLOWS  ALONG  THE  WESTERN  BOUNDARY  OF  THE  CITY 
HAS,  IN  EACH  FLOOD,  CAUSED  SEVERE  DAMAGE  TO  THE  HIGHLY 
INDUSTRL\LIZED  SECTIONS  OF  OUR  CITY  THE  FLOODS  ALSO  CAUSED 
CONSIDERABLE  DAMAGE  TO  THE  CITY'S  CENTRAL  BUSINESS  DISTRICT,  AS  WELL 
AS  THE  LOWER-LYING  RESIDENTL^lL  AREAS 

THE  1969  FLOOD,  AND  THE  LARGEST  FLOOD  ON  RECORD,  IS  ESTIMATED  TO  HAVE 
EXCEEDED  THE  100  YEAR  FLOOD  LEVEL  ACCORDING  TO  ESTIMATES  PREPARED 
BY  THE  US.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS,  RESULTING  DAMAGES,  IN  TERMS  OF 
1969  DOLLARS  FROM  THAT  FLOOD,  TOTALED  $13,880,000. 
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THE  1969  FLOOD  COVERED  APPROXIMATELY  420  ACRES  OF  THE  CITY  WITH 
DEPTHS  OF  OhfE  TO  EIGHT  FEET  AFTER  THE  1969  FLOOD,  A  STUDY  WAS 
PERFORMED  BY  THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO  DETERMINE  THE 
FEASIBILITY  OF  REDUCING  FLOODING  ON  THE  MAURY  RIVER.  THE  CORPS 
PREPARED  A  PRELIMINARY  ENGINEERING  REPORT  RECOMMENDING 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  LEVEE  AND  WALL  TO  PROTECT  A  MAJOR  PORTION  OF  THE 
CITY. 

THE  MOST  RECENT  MAJOR  FLOOD  OCCURRED  ON  NOVEMBER  5,  1985. 

THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAS  ESTABLISHED  LOSSES  AS  A  RESULT  OF 
THAT  FLOOD  TO  BE  $28,549,000. 

AS  A  RESULT  OF  THE  1969  AND  1985  FLOODS,  THE  CITY  EXPERIENCED  FLOOD 
LOSSES  TOTALING  $42,429,000  TO  PLACE  THESE  FLOOD  LOSSES  IN  PERSPECTIVE, 
THE  CITY,  ON  JUNE  30,  1985,  HAD  A  TOTAL  PROPERTY  ASSESSMENT  OF 
$108,454,234.  THE  1985  FLOOD  LOSSES  WERE  EQUIVALENT  TO  26.3%  OF  THE 
CITY'S  TOTAL  REAL  PROPERTY  ASSESSMENT 

IN  SEPTEMBER  OF  1985,  PRIOR  TO  THE  FLOOD,  NEARLY  55%  OF  THE  CITY'S 
CrVILL^N  LABOR  FORCE  WAS  EMPLOYED  IN  THE  MANUFACTURING  SECTOR  DUE 
TO  THE  1969  AND  1985  FLOODS,  THE  CITY  HAS  LOST  THREE  MAJOR  INDUSTRIES, 
WHICH  RESULTED  IN  800  LOST  JOBS  WFDLE  OTHER  INDUSTRIES  REMAIN,  THE 
POTENTIAL  FOR  EXPANSION  AND/OR  INCREASED  EMPLOYMENT  IS  BASICALLY 

NON-EXISTENT  DUE  TO  THE  POTENTIAL  THREAT  OF  FLOODING    WHILE  THE 
INDUSTRIAL  COMMUNITY  WAS  SEVERELY  IMPACTED  BY  FLOODING,  WE  CANNOT 
LOSE  SIGHT  OF  THE  AFFECTS  WHICH  WERE  FELT  BY  THE  RESIDENTIAL  AND 
COMMERCL\L  SECTIONS  OF  THE  COMMUNITY 

THE  CITY'S  CENTRAL  BUSINESS  DISTRICT  CONSISTS  OF  A  SUf-BLOCK  AREA  AND 
IS  LOCATED  ALONG  THE  MAURY  RIVER  DURING  THE  1969  AND  1985  FLOODS, 
APPROXIMATELY  80%  OF  THE  CENTRAL  BUSINESS  DISTRICT  WAS  INUNDATED 
WTFH  UP  TO  SIX  FEET  OF  WATER. 

MANY  OF  THE  BUILDINGS  VACATED  AS  A  RESULT  OF  THE  FLOOD  HAVE  NOT 
BEEN  REOPENED  THIS  HAS  RESULTED  IN  AN  EXTREMELY  HIGH  VACANCY  RATE 
IN  THE  DOWNTOWN  AREA,  WITH  FORTY  TO  FIFTY  PERCENT  OF  THE  CENTRAL 
BUSINESS  DISTRICT  REMAINING  VACANT 

APPROXIMATELY  80-100  HOMES  WERE  D/JVIAGED  SIGNIFICANTLY  IN  THE  1985 
FLOOD  UNQUESTIONABLY,  THE  VALUE  OF  THESE  HOMES,  ALONG  WITH  THE 
VITALITY  OF  THE  COMMUNITY,  HAS  BEEN  DEPRESSED  ADDITIONALLY,  WE  SEE 
A  MORE  FAR-REACHING  EFFECT  ON  THE  LOWER  VALUES  OF  HOUSING  AND 
PROPERTY  LOCATED  IN  AND  AROUND  THE  FLOOD-PRONE  AREAS 
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FACED  WITH  A  SIGNIFICANT  LOSS  OF  EMPLOYMENT,  AS  WELL  AS  DEPRESSED 
PROPERTY  VALUES  AND  LOSS  OF  TAX  BASE,  IT  WAS  OBVIOUS  TO  THE  CITY  THAT 
WE  MUST  FACE  AND  SOLVE  OUR  PROBLEMS  OR  DIE  AS  A  COMMUNITY 

AS  A  RESULT  OF  THE  PARTNERSHIP  WITH  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT,  THE 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  VIRGINLV,  AND  THE  CITY  OF  BUENA  VISTA  A  SOLUTION 
WAS  FOUND,  AND  THAT  SOLUTION  IS  THE  lAMES  R  OLIN  FLOOD  CONTROL 
PROJECT,  WHICH  TODAY  IS  BECOMING  A  REALITY 

THE  FIRST  CONTRACT  FOR  THE  JAMES  R  OLIN  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT  WAS 
AWARDED  IN  THE  SUMMER  OF  1994  THAT  CONTRACT  IS  NEARING  COMPLETION 
THE  SECOND  AND  FINAL  CONTRACT  FOR  THE  PROJECT  WAS  JUST  AWARDED 
THIS  MONTH  BY  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  AS  A  RESULT  OF  THE  COMPETITIVE 
BIDS,  WE  ARE  PLEASED  TO  REPORT  THAT  THE  ESTIMATED  COST  OF  THE 
PROJECT  HAS  DROPPED  FROM  THE  ORIGINAL  ESTIMATE  OF  $42  MILLION  TO  A 
CURRENT  ESTIMATED  COST  OF  $37  MILLION  THAT  CONTRACT  IS  EXPECTED  TO 
BE  COMPLETED  BY  THE  FALL  OF  1997 

WE  WANT  TO  TAKE  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  EXPRESS  OUR  THANKS  TO  THE  ARMY 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  FOR  BRINGING  THIS  COST  DOWN  TO  ITS  CURRENT  LEVEL 

WE  ARE  CONFIDENT  THAT  THIS  PROJECT  WILL  ALLOW  BUENA  VISTA  TO  ONCE 
AGAIN  REACH  ITS  FULL  POTENTL\L  AND  CONTINUE  TO  BE  A  VLAiBLE 
COMMUNITY,  CAPABLE  OF  PROVIDING  ADEQUATE  MUNICIPAL  SERVICES  AT  A 
REASONABLE  TAX  RATE  WE  ARE  ALREADY  SEEING  SIGNS  OF  OPTIMISM  AND 
FAVORABLE  ATTITUDES  AS  THE  CITIZENS  OF  BUENA  VISTA  LOOK  TOWARDS  THE 
FUTURE 

ON  BEHALF  OF  MAYOR  JEFFRIES,  THE  BUENA  VISTA  CITY  COUNCIL,  CITY 
MANAGER  FLORA,  AND  OUR  ENTIRE  COMMUNITY,  I  WOULD  AGAIN  LIKE  TO 
EXPRESS  OUR  APPRECIATION  TO  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  AND 
PARTICULARLY  TO  THIS  COMMITTEE  FOR  PLAYING  SUCH  A  VITAL  ROLE  IN 
ALLOWING  OUR  CITY  TO  BE  THE  RECIPIENT  OF  THESE  FUNDS. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  will  certainly  be 
working  with  your  Congressman  and  we  will  do  the  best  we  can. 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  aware  of  your  situation. 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  I  am  sure  my  predecessor,  Jim  Olin,  this  is  defi- 
nitely a  bipartisan  effort  and  these  are  very  politically  astute  folks 
to  name  the  project  after  him. 

Mr.  Myers.  Floods  don't  respect  politics,  nor  politicians. 

Mr.  GoODLATTE.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  Bevill.  But  the  appropriations  respects  politics. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  certainly  do.  Bob.  We  will  work  with  you  and 
mayor  and  your  council  members  and  engineer.  Have  you  a  young 
constituent  back  there? 

Mr.  Goodlatte.  I  don't  think  so. 

Mr.  Bevill.  He  is  here  appearing  before  the  most  nonpartisan 
panel  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

Would  the  young  man  come  up  and  introduce  himself  for  us?  You 
are  an  audience  here.  The  things  we  do  or  don't  do  are  going  to  af- 
fect you  a  lot  longer.  Would  you  come  up  to  the  microphone  and 
tell  us  who  you  are?. 

Mr.  Kaime.  My  name  is  Kevin  Kaime,  I  am  from  Cortez,  Colo- 
rado. 

Mr.  Myers.  Okay.  Kaime,  how  do  you  spell  Kaime. 

Mr.  Kaime.  K-A-I-M-E. 

Mr.  Myers.  K-A-I-M-E.  Well,  thank  you  for  coming. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
WOOD  RIVER  AT  GRAND  ISLAND,  NEBRASKA 

WITNESS 

RON   BISHOP,   MANAGER,   CENTRAL   PLATTE   NATURAL   RESOURCES 
DISTRICT 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  Mr.  Ron  Bishop,  Manager  of  the  Central  Platte 
Natural  Resources  District. 

Mr.  Bishop.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  thanks  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  take  some  of  your  time,  and  I  know  you  are  running  be- 
hind schedule,  so  I  am  going  to  summarize.  I  did  submit  written 
testimony. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record.  We  appreciate  your  summary. 

Mr.  Bishop.  I  want  to  talk  to  you  about  two  projects  today.  One 
of  them  is  a  flood  control  project  that  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers has  been  working  with  our  natural  resource  district,  the  City 
of  Grand  Island  and  the  two  counties  in  the  area  for  a  number  of 
years. 

In  fact,  dating  clear  back  to  1988,  they  finished  a  preliminary 
study  and  started  on  a  feasibility  study  that  we  at  the  local  level 
have  been  funding  50/50  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  They  com- 
pleted that  feasibility  study  in  1983,  or  excuse  me,  1993  and  deter- 
mined that  there  was  a  feasible  project  there. 
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It  was  not  only  feasible,  it  had  a  benefit  cost  ratio  of  2.1  to  1, 
which,  at  least  in  Nebraska,  is  unheard  of,  having  that  high  benefit 
cost  ratio.  They  have  been  working  on  the  final  design  since  they 
completed  that  feasibility  study  in  1993,  and  are  now  within  about 
10  or  11  months  of  having  that  final  design  completed. 

We  would  ask  this  committee  and  Congress  to  add  a  construction 
start  appropriation  of  $577,600  into  the  budget  so  that  we  can  get 
that  project  underway.  We  have  already  slipped  about  three  years 
from  the  original  schedule  on  that  project,  and  we  are  holding  our 
breath  there  on  Grand  Island. 

If  we  get  a  flood  of  the  magnitude  of  a  25  or  a  50-year  frequency 
storm,  the  damages  are  going  to  considerably  exceed  the  cost  of  the 
construction  of  the  mitigation  project,  and  so  we  could  well  be  com- 
ing back  to  Congress  for  disaster  relief  funds  that  would  exceed  the 
total  amount  that  it  would  take  to  construct  this  project. 

We  are  also  a  little  different  than  the  ordinary  flood  control 
project  in  that  normally  the  Corps  cost-shares  75/25  with  locals.  We 
have  already  agreed  to  pick  up  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  this 
project,  and  so  the  $10  or  $11  million  project  will  only  be  seeking 
a  total  of  $5  million  with  the  asking  for  a  construction  start  this 
year  of  $577,000. 

That  brings  me  to  the  second  project.  The  second  project  is  a  pol- 
lution control,  groundwater  pollution  control  problem  that  is  a  Fed- 
eral responsibility.  It  is  a  result  of  the  Cornhusker  Army  Ammuni- 
tion Plant  development  in  the  Grand  Island  area  over  the  course 
of  World  War  II  and  Korea  and  Vietnam. 

The  Army  had  a  munition  plant  in  the  area,  and  during  that 
time  period  explosives  seeped  into  the  groundwater  and  now  it  mi- 
grated out  from  underneath  the  plant  across  some  4.5-mile  stretch 
of  private  property  and  the  City  of  Grand  Island.  The  Corps,  or  the 
Army,  has  been  developing  a  mitigation  plan  to  clean  up  that  prob- 
lem that  the  ammunition  plant  created,  and  that  solution  to  that 
problem  is  to  pump  out  the  groundwater  to  treat  it  with  activated 
charcoal  and  then  pipe  it  to  the  Platte  River. 

That  pipeline  that  would  take  that  treated  water  to  the  Platte 
River,  the  bottom  end  of  that  pipeline  parallels  the  floodway  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers'  design.  And  so  another  reason  for  funding  the 
flood  control  project  this  year  is  that  if  it  is  funded,  we  can  acquire 
both  right-of-ways  for  both  projects  with  one  effort  rather  than  two 
separate  efforts. 

And  it  will  end  up  saving  the  Federal  taxpayers  at  least  the 
money  that  would  be  spent  on  doing  the  survey  work,  doing  the 
land  appraisals,  going  out  and  doing  the  negotiations  and  acquiring 
the  right-of-way  for  the  pipeline. 

We  may  even  be  able  to  use  the  same  right-of-way  for  the 
floodway  without  taking  additional  lands  and  use  that  same  right- 
of-way  for  the  pipeline.  And  so  it  makes  a  lot  of  sense  to  save  Fed- 
eral tax  dollars  and  Federal  effort  and  time,  and  at  the  same  time 
get  started  on  this  worthwhile  flood  control  project  that  we  have 
agreed  to  pick  up  half  the  cost  instead  of  the  normal  25  percent. 

So  we  would  ask  for  your  careful  consideration  on  that  and  hope 
that  you  and  the  rest  of  the  Congress  will  support  us  in  this  effort. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bishop  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  ...  Committee  Members: 

My  name  is  Ron  Bishop  and  I  am  general  manager  of  the  Central  Platte  Natural  Resources  District, 
located  in  South  Central  Nebraska  We  are  a  local  subdivision  of  State  Government  with  a  wide  range 
or  resource  management  responsibilities  ranging  from  flood  control  to  ground  and  surface  water 
quality. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  testimony  to  the  Committee  and  want  to  tell  you  about  two 
projects:  one,  a  flood  control  project  that  involves  federal,  state  and  local  govenunental 
responsibilities  and  cost-share;  and  two,  a  groundwater  pollution  cleanup  project  that  is  a  federal 
responsibility.  There  is  an  overlap  in  needs  of  these  two  projects,  and  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
coordinate  the  needs  of  these  two  projects  in  a  manner  that  will  save  federal  time  and  tax  dollars. 

The  first  project  is  the  "Flood  Control  for  Wood  River  at  Grand  Island,  Nebraska."  This  committee 
and  Congress  have  been  funding,  with  fifty  percent  local  cost-share,  a  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
feasibility  study  of  the  Flood  Control  needs  of  Grand  Island,  Nebraska,  and  vicinity,  since  "The 
Interim  Reconnaissance  Study,"  completed  in  July  1988,  identified  a  potentially  feasible  solution  to 
the  flooding  problems. 

The  Corps  completed  the  "Feasibility  Study"  in  April  1993,  and  found  the  project  to  be  extremely 
feasible  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  2. 1 : 1 .  A  total  of  1,755  structures,  with  a  total  value  of 
$218,901,000  00  would  be  protected  from  floods  just  within  the  city  limits  of  Grand  Island. 
Additionally,  there  would  be  thousands  of  acres  of  crop  and  pasture  land  and  hundreds  of  suburban 
homes  and  structures,  as  well  as  several  million  dollars  worth  of  public  property  and  utilities, 
protected. 

All  of  that  can  be  accomplished  with  a  flood  control  project  that  would  construct  seven  miles  of 
floodway  (two  miles  of  minor,  smaller  flood  way  and  five  miles  of  major  floodway),  all  at  a  cost 
currently  estimated  at  $10,200,000.00.  The  project  is  presently  in  "final  design"  by  the  Corps,  with 
"final  design"  scheduled  to  be  completed  on  February  13,  1996,  just  four  and  one-half  months  into 
next  fiscal  year  (Fiscal  1996).  The  Corps'  flood  control  program  allows  federal  cost-share  of  up  to 
seventy-five  percent.  The  local  sponsors,  however,  have  agreed  to  a  non-federal  cost  of  fifty  percent 
of  construction  instead  of  the  more  normal  twenty-five  percent. 

The  next  step  in  the  project  after  "final  design"  is  for  the  local  sponsors  (which  are  the  Central  Platte 
Natural  Resources  District,  City  of  Grand  Island,  Hall  County  and  Merrick  County)  to  acquire  the 
necessary  right-of-way  as  part  of  the  fifty  percent  non-federal  share.  According  to  the  Corps  of 
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Engineers'  schedule  of  activities,  the  local  sponsors  work  on  right-of-way  is  scheduled  to  begin  on 
August  28,  1995,  with  actual  acquisition  scheduled  to  begin  December  18,  1995,  just  two  and  one- 
half  months  into  the  next  fiscal  year  (Fiscal  1996).  This  would  be  followed  by  relocation  of  utilities 
(highway  bridges,  etc.)  by  the  local  sponsors,  which  is  scheduled  for  a  July  31,  1995,  start  and  a  July 
26,  1996,  completion,  and  a  modification  of  a  railroad  bridge  to  be  done  by  the  Corps  as  part  of  the 
federal  fifty  percent,  with  a  start  date  of  April  8,  1996,  and  a  completion  date  of  November  22,  1996. 
The  only  way  that  schedule,  which  has  already  slipped  nearly  three  years,  can  be  met  is  if  Congress 
authorizes  the  project  and  appropriate  fiinds  for  Fiscal  1996  for  a  construction  start. 

The  second  project  is  a  federal  project  of  cleanup  of  contaminated  groundwater  as  a  result  of 
operations  at  the  Comhusker  Army  Ammunition  Plant.  RDX  and  TNT  used  in  munitions  during  the 
wars  contaminated  groundwater  and,  over  time,  moved  out  fi-om  under  the  Plant.  Now,  a  plume  of 
contaminated  water  extends  over  four  miles  long  beneath  private  property  and  the  City  of  Grand 
Island.  The  remediation  plan  calls  for  the  contaminated  water  to  be  withdrawn,  treated  with  activated 
charcoal,  and  pumped  by  pipeline  to  the  Platte  River.  The  route  of  that  pipeline  to  the  Platte  is 
adjacent  to  the  floodway  route.  The  Army  plans  to  have  its  design  completed  by  December  1995,  and 
it  will  be  needing  right-of-way  for  the  buried  line  immediately  afterwards  because  construction  is 
planned  for  calendar  year  1 996 

The  timing  on  both  projects  is  right  to  be  able  to  combine  the  right-of-way  acquisition  process  on 
both  projects  into  one  effort,  and,  quite  feasibly,  we  could  even  utilize  part  of  the  flood  control 
project's  right-of-way  for  the  Army's  right-of-way.  Either  would  be  a  savings  of  federal  funds  as  well 
as  federal  time  and  effort. 

To  accomplish  this,  we  need  Congress  to  authorize  the  "Flood  Control  for  Wood  River  at  Grand 
Island,  Nebraska"  project  and  to  appropriate  fiinds  for  a  construction  start.  We  need  both  before  the 
Corps  is  allowed,  by  its  regulations,  to  enter  into  a  project  agreement  with  us  as  the  local  sponsors; 
and  without  the  signed  agreement  and  commitment,  we  cannot  acquire  the  necessary  right-of-way 
without  putting  at  risk  hundreds  of  thousands  of  local  tax  dollars. 

We  would  hope  that  you  would  all  lend  your  strong  individual  and  committee  support  so  we  can  not 
only  get  this  very  worthy  flood  control  project  started,  but  also  can  coordinate  right-of-way  efforts 
with  the  Army  and  save  federal  time  and  tax  dollars. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  generosity  in  offering  to  pay 
more  than  you  are  required.  I  think  you  are  the  first  witness  we 
have  had  to  make  that  kind  of  commitment. 

Mr.  Bevill.  a  great  lady  from  Nebraska,  Ms.  Virginia  Smith, 
served  on  this  panel.  Do  you  ever  see  or  hear  from  her? 

Mr.  Bishop.  I  had  the  pleasure  of  seeing  Virginia  within  the  last 
year,  and  she  is  still  as  vibrant  and  as  energetic  as  she  ever  was. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  tell  her  the  Chairman  and  I  were  asking  about 
her. 

Mr.  Myers.  She  is  in  Arizona  now.  She  lives  in  Arizona,  you 
know.  We  hear  from  her  every  once  in  a  while. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 


Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

JERRY  SWEVGLE,  COLORADO  VICE  PRESIDENT,  FOUR  CORNERS  AC- 
TION COALITION 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  hear  Jerry  Swingle,  the  Vice 
President  of  the  Four  Corners  Action  Coalition.  Your  prepared 
statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record.  You  may  proceed  for  five 
minutes  as  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Swingle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill.  I  appre- 
ciate the  opportunity  to  be  able  to  be  here  to  address  you  today. 
It  seems  like  a  long  way  from  Colorado,  although  just  a  short  hop 
from  the  last  project  that  was  described  over  on  the  Platte.  I  wish 
I  were  here  to  talk  to  you  about  a  simple  $10  or  $11  million  project 
that  had  a  payback  of  2.1  to  1.  I  would  love  to  be  here  under  those 
circumstances. 

I  would  really  like  to  thank  the  Federal  Government  for  offering 
to  build  a  heavily  subsidized  Federal  project  in  our  area  that  under 
other  circumstances  would  be  a  nice  addition,  a  marvelous  financial 
benefit,  and  offer  a  lot  of  advantages. 

Ironically,  I  am  coming  here  today  to  ask  you  not  to  provide  addi- 
tional funding  for  the  Animas-La  Plata,  and  a  thorough  look  at  the 
alternatives. 

My  coalition  is  a  grassroots  coalition  of  individuals  and  organiza- 
tions that  number  150,  and  we  have  a  lot  of  grave  reservations, 
none  of  which  are  new  to  this  committee,  with  Animas-La  Plata. 
I  would  ask  your  indulgence  to  review  some  of  those  because  some 
of  them  are  new  territory.  Some  of  them  provide  a  little  more  in- 
sight. 

First,  Animas-La  Plata  is  a  wasteful  project.  The  water  comes 
down  13,000  feet,  arrives  at  Durango,  and  then  would  have  a  pro- 
posal to  use  electricity  from  the  WAPA  power  grid  to  pump  it  back 
up  a  total  of,  in  the  final  aggregate,  over  1,000  feet.  That  is  a  prob- 
lem. 

It  is  economically  unsound.  We  are  looking  at  $60  per  acre  irriga- 
tion costs.  It  is  great  that  water  is  being  offered,  but  at  really  what 
cost,  and  is  it  affordable? 

It  is  environmentally  damaging.  It  is  economically  damaging.  We 
have  got  a  burgeoning  river  sports  industry,  $3.8  million  and  grow- 
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ing,  that  will  be  decimated  by  this  project  if  it  is  built.  I  know  there 
are  others,  proponents,  who  will  be  here  to  argue  the  exact  opposite 
it  will  create  in  flat  water  recreation.  Those  are  the  sorts  of  things 
you  get  to  weigh. 

It  is  environmentally  destructive.  It  will  affect,  as  you  know,  it 
will  eliminate  an  elk  habitat,  do  serious  damage  to  wetlands  that 
cannot  be  recovered,  per  the  Bureau's  studies.  It  will  have  serious 
impact  on  downstream  water  quality,  in  the  San  Juan  and  Colo- 
rado system  to  which  Animas  is  tributary,  and  it  will  have  the  now 
famous  negative  impact  unless  remedied,  on  endangered  species, 
and  the  human  environment  which,  of  course,  enjoys  the  river  as 
well. 

There  are  some  other  costs  that  are  a  little  less  tangible  than  the 
ones  the  Bureau  is  looking  at  and  has  looked  at.  This  is  a  very  divi- 
sive project,  as  you  are  well  aware.  It  has  the  net  effect  of  driving 
a  wedge  between  various  communities  where  I  live. 

It  is  in  the  process  of  driving  a  wedge  between  the  Anglo  and  Na- 
tive American  communities,  the  New  Mexico  versus  the  Colorado 
communities,  the  farming  and  ranching  community  and  the  town 
folks,  and  last  but  hardly  least,  the  environmentalists  and  the  engi- 
neers. 

One  of  the  other  problems  we  have  with  the  project  is  that  in  our 
estimation  it  constitutes  overkill  and  represents  an  overstated 
need.  Agriculture,  in  my  part  of  Colorado,  is  estimated  at  about  2 
to  4  percent  of  the  local  economy.  We  all  would  like  to  work  to 
maintain  a  viable  agricultural  community  and  a  viable  agricultural 
industry. 

But  again,  to  hinge  this  size  project  on  that  sort  of  effort  is  a  lit- 
tle out  of  scale.  New  Mexico,  the  cities  already  get  their  water  in 
the  river,  the  City  of  Durango  is  now  looking  at  other  alternatives, 
and  we  are  suffering  under  a  population  crunch,  an  influx  of  peo- 
ple, no  housing.  This  would  provide  a  boom  and  bust  cycle  that  we 
really  don't  need. 

The  farm  subsidy,  $7,000  per  acre,  is  estimated,  again,  to  provide 
water  at  $60  per  acre,  which  farmers  and  ranchers  have  no  legal 
crop  that  they  could  grow  that  would  reasonably  repay  that,  and 
in  the  bargain  they  get  to  sign  liens  in  order  to  receive  the  water, 
liens  on  their  property. 

In  a  time  when  we  are  looking  at  set-asides,  when  we  are  looking 
at  cutting  back  farm  subsidies  and  set-asides,  does  this  make 
sense?  I  don't  know.  That  is  the  decision  you  have  to  arrive  at.  But 
I  don't  think  so. 

We  are  in  a  new  era,  we  are  told,  with  this  Congress  of  fiscal  belt 
tightening,  looking  at  wasteful  projects.  This  project,  unlike  the 
previous  one  discussed,  instead  of  a  2.1  to  2,  has  a  .37  to  1  cost- 
benefit  ratio,  and  the  Interior's  Inspector  General  has  reported  that 
it  is  financially  infeasible. 

I  will  sum  this  up  by  just  saying  that  the  new  information  is  that 
support  for  this  project  is  evaporating.  It  is  divisive.  The  State  of 
New  Mexico  is  removing  some  of  the  bond  money  to  support  the 
project.  They  are  rapidly  approaching  their  $16.4  million  cap  for 
their  share  of  the  project. 

Legislation  has  been  passed  in  New  Mexico  asking  for  their 
water  back.  The  Utes,  as  you  have  heard  earlier  today  from  Coun- 
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cilman  Frost,  are  developing  severe  concerns  about  where  they 
stand  in  the  project.  It  cannot  meet  that  treaty  obligation,  despite 
the  fact  that  we  would  like  to  say  that  it  does. 

The  City  of  Durango  is  already  pursuing  additional  sources.  Red 
Masa  farmers  at  the  meeting  I  attended  are  also  looking  at  alter- 
natives. 

In  summation,  Animas-La  Plata,  again,  from  our  perspective,  is 
a  bad  project  based  on  19th  Century  water  philosophy,  using  20th 
Century  engineering  that  doesn't  get  us  there  for  the  21st  Century. 
It  is  a  potentially  high  profile  national  embarrassment.  It  is  a  test 
of  this  Congress'  commitment  to  eliminating  waste  and  pork  barrel 
projects.  I  ask  that  you  decline  additional  funding  until  the  reason- 
able alternatives  are  actively  pursued. 

And  I  thank  you  for  your  time. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Swingle  follows:] 
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Before  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Power  and  Water 
22  March  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committtee  - 

I  am  the  Colorado  Vice  President  of  Four  Corners  Action  Coalition, 

a  regional  coalition  of  citizens  and  organizations. 

As  a  taxpayer  and  resident  of  Southwest  Colorado  I  should  be 

here  to  thank  you  for  funding  a  federally  subsidized,  local  water 

project.  At  one  time  this  project,  the  Animas  La  Plata 

Project  or  A-LP,  radically  different  from  today's  proposed  design, 

actually  made  sense. 

Today,  however.  I  am  here  to  address  our  concerns  and  to  ask  that  you 
deny  any  additional  funding  for  the  A-LP.  This  project  is  wasteful, 
destructive,  economically  unsound  and  a  potential  national 
embarrassment.  It  is  also  a  test  of  this  congress'  commitment  to 
fiscal  responsibil ty  and  eliminating  wasteful  porkbarrel  projects. 

This,  as  you  are  already  aware,  is  one  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's 
most  contentious  pending  projects.  Although  described  as  a  "Rube 
Goldberg",  this  project  is  actually  more  of  a  kluge.  Even  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  employees  refer  to  it  as  "Jurassic  Pork",  with  its 
anachronistic  water  management  approach  and  its  patently  unjustfiable 
cost  and  unacceptable  return  on  investment  to  both  taxpayers  and  its 
intended  "beneficiaries"  -  a  misnomer  in  this  case. 

This  project,  clearly  a  loser  in  virtually  all  respects,  will 
ultimately  be  a  political  disaster,  inevitably  resulting  in  suits 
by  Native  American  tribes  seeking  the  promised  benefits  this  project 
will  never  deliver. 

An  incredibly  wasteful  project,  with  huge  electrically  driven  pumps 
consuming  enough  power  for  a  city  of  60,000  to  move  water  a  total  of 
1,052  vertical  feet,  this  project  will  compete  with  local  REA ' s  for 
subsidized  electricity  from  the  WAPA  power  grid.  At  average 
elevations  of  over  7,200  feet,  about  100  frost-free  growing  days  per 
year,  and  irrigation  costs  exceeding  $60  per  acre,  there  is  no  legal 
and  viable  crop  which  could  sustain  the  contract  repayments. 

And  this  project  puts  at  risk  not  only  repayment  to  the  taxpayer, 
but  also  the  heavily  subsidized  non-Indian  irrigator  whose  lands  are 
subject  to  liens  as  a  provision  of  contracting  to  receive  project  water. 

The  rationale  of  meeting  treaty  obligations  to  local  Ute  tribes 
belies  the  fact  that  the  Settlement  Act  binding  the  Utes  to  this 
project  puts  them  at  a  substantial  disadvantage.  Under  that  agreement 
the  Utes  are  precluded  by  state  water  law  from  profitably  leasing  the 
water  out  of  state.  While  the  Settlement  Act  provides  for  the  Utes 
taking  their  water  directly  from  the  river  to  satisfy  their  water 
rights,  the  federally  funded  portion  of  the  project  provides  no 
delivery  system  for  most  of  the  water  to  which  they  are  entitled. 
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With  this  project  the  government  cannot  meet  its  obligations  to 
Native  Americans  -  unless  the  tribes  should  choose  to  waive  their 
rights  under  the  Winters  Doctrine  and  the  1988  Settlement  Act. 
And  what  of  the  federal  government's  trust  obligation  to  honestly 
acknowledge  the  inadequacy  of  this  project  to  meet  those  obligations? 

For  the  Southern  Utes  this  project  is  something  between  a  cruel  hoax 
and  a  betrayal.  But  we  can  take  some  comfort  in  the  fact  that  the 
Utes  have  until  the  year  2005  to  reject  this  flawed  project,  reopen 
negotiations  and  demand  their  full  water  rights  at  that  time. 
In  fact  the  Ute  Mountain  Utes  have  already  indicated  they  will  refuse 
water  from  the  companion,  now-completed  Dolores  Project,  effectively 
rejecting  the  Settlement  Act. 

Where  has  the  money  gone? 
Over  $50  million  has  been  "spent"  on  this  project  thus  far.  The 
combined  authorized  appropriations  ceiling  for  this  and  4  associated 
projects  has  been  met  or  exceeded.  On  behalf  of  taxpayers  this 
committee  needs  to  determine  and  account  for  how  that  money  has  been 
spent  to  date,  not  to  mention  the  additional  appropriations  now  being 
requested.  Ultimately  this  committee  will  be  faced  with  either 
increasing  that  ceiling  or  downsizing  this  project. 

The  Bureau's  cost  estimate  is  now  $711  Million  and  rising. 
Several  years  ago  Sen.  Campbell's  estimate  was  $1  Billion. 
If  the  500X+  cost-overruns  on  the  companion  Dolores  Project  were 
to  infect  the  Animas  La  Plata  Project,  American  taxpayers  would  be 
faced  with  a  total  cost  of  several  billion  dollars.  Again,  the 
questions  for  this  committee  are:  Where  has  the  money  already 
expended  gone  -  and  how  much  additional  will  be  required  to  complete 
a  project  that  is  an  economic  black  pit  by  virtually  all  accounts. 

Former  Bureau  Commissioner  Underwood  indicated  that  the  Bureau's  own 
benefit-cost  analyses,  0.6:1  with  the  most  optimistic  assumptions, 
failed  to  meet  the  Bureau's  own  policy  requirements.  Interior's 
Inspector  General's  office  independently  arrived  at  the  same 
unacceptable  number  and  conclusions.  Economic  analyses  by  two  Colorado 
professors  of  economics  have  indicated  that  that  dismal  benefit-cost 
performance  is  probably  optimistic.  And  the  Bureau  is  now  reviewing 
current  analyses  involving  ratios  as  low  as  0.37:1.  In  fact  the 
onl.y  study  with  glowing  projections  was  one  paid  for  by  project 
proponents  and  conducted  by  an  engineering  firm  on  record  as  wanting 
the  contract  for  construction  of  the  project. 

New  Mexico  support  for  this  project  is  quickly  evaporating. 
In  1993  the  New  Mexico  legislature  reclaimed  $2  Million  in  project 
bond  money  and  redirected  it  for  other  purposes.  The  same  year  a 
Memorial,  passed  unanimously  by  the  New  Mexico  House  of 

Representatives,  demanded  New  Mexico's  water  be  released  by  the  Bureau. 
This  year  a  bill  was  considered  to  cede  water  rights  held  by  the 
Bureau  to  the  San  Juan  Water  Commission,  absent  a  1996  construction 
start.  This  bill,  as  finalized,  unanimously  passed  both  houses  of  the 
New  Mexico  legislature. 
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New  Mexico's  proportional  repayment  costs  are  rapidly  approaching  the 
$16.4  million  repayment  cap  and  will  undoubtedly  require  the  repayment 
contract  be  renegotiated.  New  Mexico  is  the  only  repayment  contractor 
^with  the  demonstrated  tax  base  to  meet  its  obligation  when  the  project 
proves  uneconomical. 

Former  potential  project  participants,  including  the  City  of  Durango 
and  Red  Mesa  farmers  on  the  La  Plata  drainage,  are  now  distancing 
themselves  from  the  A-LP  and  exploring  other  water  alternatives. 
The  State  of  Colorado's  $42  Million  funding  commitment  is  looking  more 
and  more  tenuous  as  it  struggles  with  its  own  fiscal  problems. 

There  are  numerous  viable  alternatives  that  could  meet 
the  intent  of  this  project  while  placing  the  irrigators.  Native 
Americans,  and  federal,  state  and  city  governments  at  substantially 
less  risk.  The  National  Environment  Policy  Act  requires  an 
examination  of  credible  alternatives,  but  project  proponents  and  the 
Bureau  refuse  to  adequately  consider  those  alternatives.  Ignoring  and 
violating  federal  law  in  pursuing  this  project,  the  Bureau  has  been 
on  the  losing  side  of  4  threatened  or  initiated  lawsuits. 

This  committee  has  an  obligation  to  taxpayers  to  send  a  clear 
signal  to  the  Bureau  and  project  proponents.  You  will  be  asked  by 
project  proponents  not  only  for  the  current  $5.1  million  budget 
request,  but  for  $8.8  million  the  Bureau  claims  it  has  the  capacity 
to  spend.  Please  refuse  any  additional  authorizations  for  this 
project  pending  a  commitment  to  a  full  review  of  alternatives. 

Should  you  choose  to  authorize  any  expenditures  for  this  project, 
instruct  the  Bureau  to  use  any  appropriations  not  already  earmarked 
for  required  environmental  studies  to  initiate  the  legally  mandated 
and  badly  overdue  examination  of  real,  acceptable  alternatives  to 
this  project  as  currently  proposed. 

On-going  studies  will  likely  mandate  a  severe  restriction  on 

the  operational  size  of  the  reservoir  -  and  thus  the  viability  and 

economic  feasibility  of  the  truncated  project. 

This  project  is  an  incredible  loser  in  virtually  every  respect 
and  a  potentially  high-profile,  national  embarrassment.  Again, 
your  decision  regarding  additional  funding  for  this  project  will  be 
a  highly  visible  test  of  this  congress'  commitment  to  fiscal 
responsibility  and  eliminating  wasteful,  porkbarrel  spending. 


Attachment:  3/20/94  Denver  Post  -  "New  Mexico  joins  Animas  Critics' 

89-757     1404 
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New  Mexico  joins  Animas  critics 


By  Mark  Obmascik 

The  giant  Animas-La  Plata  water  project, 
.ready  beset  with  delays,  cost  overruns  and 
conflicts  with  two  federal  endangered  spe- 
cies, has  picked  up  two  new  powerful  prob- 
lems: The  New  Mexico  Attorney  General  and 
the  US.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

New  Mexico's  chief  legal  official  warned 
federal  dam-builders  last  week  that  Animas- 
La  Plata,  as  currently  planned,  is  likely  to 
cause  "virtually  continuous  water  quality  vi- 
olations in  New  Mexico  " 

And  the  Denver  regional  EPA  office 
weighed  in  with  a  statement  outlining  "seri- 


ous concerns  over  the  proposed  project."  in- 
cluding increased  pollution  problems  in 
southwest  Colorado's  La  Plata  River  and 
conflicts  with  another  rare  fish. 

Both  New  Mexico  and  EPA  say  the  envi- 
ronmental problems  should  lead  the  US.  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation,  the  builder  of  Animas- 
La  Plata,  to  conduct  more  studies  on  the 
dam-and-irrigation  project. 

But  project  supporters  say  that  will  only 
add  to  Animas-La  Plata's  delays  and  price 
increases. 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  engineers  last 
month  issued  a  new  Animas-La  Plata  cost  es- 
timate of  $710.2  million  —  a  S22.3  million 


price  hike  over  last  year  About  $17  million 
of  that  cost  increase  is  the  result  of  extra  en- 
vironmental repairs  for  damaged  wetlands, 
records  show. 

Animas-La  Plata  supporters  said  they  ex- 
pected EPA's  warnings,  but  were  taken 
aback  by  criticisms  from  New  Mexico  Attor- 
ney General  Tom  Udall. 

"It's  surprising  to  me  that  he's  doing  this 
New  Mexico  basically  had  been  a  proponent 
of  the  project, '  said  Fred  Kroeger.  president 
of  the  Durango-based  Southwestern  Water 
Conservation  District,  whose  farmers  would 

Please  see  WATER  on  6A 


Support  for  new  dam  waning 


WATER  from  Page  1A 

get  a  significant  share  of  Animas-La 
Plata's  water. 

As  proposed,  Animas-La  Plata 
would  settle  water-rights  claims  with 
the  Southern  Utc  and  Ute  Mountain 
Ute  tribes  while  also  supplying  water 
to  the  Navajo  tnbe,  the  city  of  Duran- 
go  and  more  than  36.000  acres  of  non- 
Indian  irrigated  farmland. 

The  project  first  was  approved  by 
Congress  in  1968,  but  languished  for 
years  because  of  soaring  costs  and 
environmental  problems. 

President  Bush's  Interior  Secre- 
tary, Manuel  Lujan,  once  staged  a 
groundbreaking  ceremony  for  Ani- 
mas-La Plata,  but  construction  never 
began  because  of  conflicts  with  two 
federally  protected  endangered  spe- 
cies, the  Colorado  squawfish  and  ra- 
zorback  sucker. 

Last  year,  the  Inspector  General  of 
the  U.S.  Interior  Department  con- 
cluded Animas-La  Plata  was  "eco- 
nomically infeasible"  because  many 
farmers  would  have  such  a  hard  time 
paying  for  expensive  project  water 

New  Mexico  officials  said  they 
were  concerned  Animas-La  Plata 
would  hurt  water  quality  in  their 
state  s  rivers,  which  run  downstream 
of  the  reservoir  proposed  south  of  Du- 
rango  Udall  noted  that  New  Mexico's 
political  support  for  Animas-La  Plata 
has  been  waning.  I 


In  1993,  Udall  said,  the  New  Mexi- 
co Legislature  reclaimed  $2  million 
in  bond  money  —  originally  intended 
to  be  spent  on  Animas-La  Plata  — 
and  directed  it  for  other  uses.  The 
legislature  also  approved  a  resolution 
asking  the  federal  government  to  re- 
store New  Mexico's  control  of  water 
rights  that  had  been  placed  Into  fed 
eral  trust  for  Animas-La  Plata,  he 
wrote. 

"These  events  at  the  state  level  re- 
flect and  respond  to  the  accumulation 
of  evidence  underscoring  the  many 
obstacles  that  lie  in  the  way  of  this 
project  and  the  flaws  that  have  per- 
meated the  bureau's  actions  in  fur- 
therance of  the  project  to  date," 
Udall  wrote  to  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion Commissioner  Dan  Beard  in  a 
March  16  letter. 

In  a  Feb.  21  letter,  regional  EPA 
administrator  Bill  Yellowtail  said 
Animas-La  Plata  "would  exacerbate 
adverse  water  quality  conditions  in 
the  La  Plfta  River,  which  (Turrently 
fails  to  meit  state  water  quality  stan- 
dards."  He  said  Animas-La  PlaU  also 


As  a  result,  both  EPA  and  New 
Mexico  now  are  asking  for  a  new  fed- 
eral study  of  Animas-La  Plata  alter- 
natives. 

Project  backers  bristled  at  that  re- 
quest. 

"This  is  a  bunch  of  poppycock. " 
Kroeger  said.  'The  alternatives  were 
looked  at  in  the  late  '70s  and  rejected 
because  they  cost  too  much  and  didn  t 
provide  the  water.  What  voure  see- 
ing now  is  just  another  stalling  tactic 
to  l;urt  the  project." 
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Wednesday,  March  22,  1995. 
MISSOURI  NATIONAL  RECREATION  RIVER 

WITNESSES 
JIM  PETERSON,  PRESIDENT,  MISSOURI  RIVER  BANK  STABILIZATION 
DARREL  G.  CURRY,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  MISSOURI  RIVER  BANK  STA- 
BILIZATION ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Myers.  Jim  Peterson,  President  of  the  Missouri  Bank  Sta- 
bilization Association. 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  will  try  to  be  very  brief.  It  is  good  to  appear  be- 
fore you.  Congressman  Myers. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Peterson,  I  won't  bore  you  reiterating  what  is  inside  that 
statement.  With  me  is  Mr.  Darrel  Curry,  Vice  President  of  the  Mis- 
souri River  Bank  Stabilization  Association.  We  are  here  basically 
to  ask  you  for  continuation  of  the  funding  that  you  have  been  so 
generous  with  in  the  past,  $200,000  for  maintenance  of  existing 
structures. 

We  also  have  in  the  course  of  this  project  increased  the  access 
to  the  river,  made  it  more  available  to  more  people.  We  hope  to 
have  at  least  one  additional  access  point  developed  in  the  future  at 
the  lower  end  of  the  stretch  on  the  South  Dakota  side  of  the  river, 
which  is  my  side  of  the  river. 

We  have  also  had  the  river  front  development  at  the  city  of 
Crankton  as  a  result  of  your  generosity  in  the  past.  It  has  con- 
verted an  unsightly  dump  into  one  of  the  most  beautiful  city  parks 
in  the  State  of  South  Dakota.  We  certainly  do  thank  you  for  your 
assistance  in  achieving  that. 

Our  plans  for  the  future  are  in  flux  right  at  the  moment.  Mr. 
Curry  and  I  are  both  on  the  National  Park  Service  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers' planning  team,  which  is  reviewing  the  existing  management 
plan  for  this  59-mile  reach  of  the  Missouri.  One  of  the  things  that 
we  have  been  discussing  is  the  development  of  game  production 
areas  along  the  river,  which  would  be  a  band  of  natural  vegetation, 
which  is  just  a  band  in  the  river  bank  for  farming  or  other  pur- 
poses, and  let  the  natural  sort  of  vegetation  take  over  and  restore 
the  river  or  maintain  it  pretty  much  in  its  natural  State. 

This  is  the  only  stretch  of  the  Missouri  which  is  downstream  of 
the  maim  stem  dams,  which  isn't  anything  like  the  condition  it  was 
in  when  Lewis  and  Clark  first  explored  the  region. 

And  the  bicentennial  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark  expedition,  inciden- 
tally, is  coming  up.  The  Lewis  and  Clark  Foundation,  among  oth- 
ers, is  preparing  to  celebrate  that  anniversary  and  we  would  like 
to  see  the  river  in  an  even  more  natural  state  by  then  than  it  is 
today. 
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And  basically  that  is  what  we  are  here  for.  I  will  be  brief.  I  know 
your  time  is  short.  If  you  have  any  questions,  I  would  be  delighted 
to  answer  them.  We  certainly  want  to  thank  both  Mr.  Myers  and 
Mr.  Bevill  for  your  very  generous  and  kind  treatment  in  the  past. 
We  enjoy  coming  before  your  committee.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Peterson  follows:] 
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Statement  of  J.  M.  Peterson,  President, 
and  Darrel  G.  Curry,  Vice  President  of  the 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BANK  STABILIZATION  ASSOCIATION 


The  membership  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization  Association, 
together  with  the  officers  thereof,  extends  thanks  to  you  for  your  courtesy  in 
giving  us  the  opportunity  to  present  this  testimony  with  reference  to  the  Fiscal 
Year  1996  budget. 

The  project  relative  to  this  testimony  is  the  Missouri  National  Recreation 
River  project,  authorized  in  1978  under  Section  707  of  Public  Law  95-625. 

This  project  covers  the  fifty-nine  mile  reach  of  the  Missouri  River  extending  from 
Gavins  Point  Dam,  Yankton,  South  Dakota  to  the  Ponca,  Nebraska,  State  Park. 
This  is  the  sole  remaining  reach  of  Missouri  below  its  main-stem  dams  which  yet 
exists  in  a  relatively  natural,  or  wild,  state,  lying  between  the  states  of  Nebraska 
and  South  Dakota.  The  valley  occupied  by  this  still  meandering  reach  of  the 
Missouri  differs  markedly  from  the  valley  lying  upstream  from  Yankton. 
Geologically  it  is  the  "old"  valley  as  it  did  not  undergo  the  latest  period  of 
glaciation  and  is  thus  vastly  wider  than  the  "new"  valley.  The  valley's  broad 
floodplain  is  highly  erodible.  Construction  of  the  main-stem  dams  has  eliminated 
flooding  by  the  river  in  this  reach,  but  erosion  continues  unabated.  This  erosion 
is  no  longer  offset  by  the  flooding  which  formerly  occurred.  Thus,  the  river 
continues  to  widen;  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  reports  the  river  to  be  sixty 
percent  or  more  wider  than  before  the  closure  of  Gavins  Point  Dam. 

The  Congressional  enactment  of  the  Missouri  National  Recreation  River 
legislation  in  1978  authorized  the  expenditure  of  $21,000,000.00  to  achieve  the 
legislative  purpose.  At  this  time,  some  $2,000,000.00  of  that  amount  has  been 
expended  on  this  project.  For  FY  96  $200,000.00  is  needed  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  structures  built  prior  to  1978  under  the 
Section  32  Streambank  Erosion  Control  and  Demonstration  Act.  In  addition, 
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funds  for  new  construction  and  other  needs  are  required  to  work  toward 
completion  of  this  project. 

Continuation  of  funding  will  provide  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  the  means  to  proceed  with  efforts  needed  to  complete  this  project 
particularly  if  it  be  so  directed  by  the  Congress.  In  addition  to  preserving,  protecting 
and  enhancing  the  investment  of  $2,000,000.00  previously  invested  in  this 
project,  continuation  of  funding  will  enable  the  agencies  involved  to  provide 
limited  additional  access  to  the  river,  to  obtain  scenic  easements  and  easements 
for  a  shoreline  game  production  area,  to  preserve,  develop  and  protect  habitat  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species  (particularly  the  interior  least  tern  and  piping 
plover),  to  provide  streambank  protection  as  needed  and  for  such  other  works  as 
may  be  suitable  to  achieve  the  Congressional  purpose. 

As  we  approach  the  bicentennial  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark  Expedition,  it  is 
appropriate  to  note  that  this  segment  of  the  "old"  Missouri  is  the  only  such 
segment  Lewis  and  Clark  would  recognize  today.  The  meandering  river  displays 
the  majesty  and  grandeur  of  the  river  of  old.  Sandbars,  islands,  chutes,  dunes, 
forested  shores,  oak-clad  bluffs  and  quiet  tributaries  all  characterize  this,  the 
"wild,  Missouri".  This  is  the  historic  treasure  the  Congress  sought  to  preserve  in 
the  1978  legislation.  It  is  well  worth  the  preservation  prescribed. 

In  conclusion,  we  thank  you  again  for  the  concern  and  consideration  shown 
the  farmers,  outdoorsmen,  environmentalists  and  others  constituting  the 
membership  of  our  Association. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Curry,  would  you  like  to  add  some- 
thing? 

Mr.  Curry.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  support  letter  here  from 
State  Senator  Schellpeper  and  State  Senator  Engel. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SENATOR  STAN  SCHELLPEPER  J|^  COMMITTEES 

District  No.  18  '^Bft'  Chairperson.  General  Anairs 

Box  287  'aHlul  Hi  '  AQriculture 

(402)  439-2907  ^lil  ffl  MiC« 

Stanton,  Nebrasl«i  68779  "1^1    I    I  WSf . 


Legislative  Council 


Legislative  Address: 

State  Capitol 

Lincoln.  Nebraska  68509 

(402)471-2801 


March  14,  1995 


Ninety-Third  Legislature 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
SubcomrTiittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
House  Appropriations  Committee 
2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington  DC.  20510 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  offer  my  name  in  support  of  the  efforts  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank 
Stabilization  Association  I  have  been  representing  this  area  of  the  great  State  of  Nebraska  since 
1992,  yet  for  many  more  years  I  have  enjoyed  and  admired  this  beautiful  segment  of  the  Missouri 
River  for  which  this  request  is  being  made 

The  portion  of  the  nver  in  question,  the  'wild'  Missouri,  is  a  wide,  braided  river  providing  bounteous 
habitat  for  fish  and  fowl  The  'wild'  Missoun  is  a  fertile,  aesthetic  gem  providing  recreational  value 
as  well  being  recognized  as  a  state  and  national  treasure.  In  contrast,  an  extensive  network  of 
dams  and  other  channelizing  structures,  while  important  in  their  own  respect,  have  rendered  most 
of  the  lower  river,  a  swift  moving  and  uninspinng  canal  Realizing  the  damage  to  the  ecology  and 
fertility  of  the  nver  such  measures  have  caused,  efforts  have  begun  to  reverse  the  damage  on  the 
lower  river  by  recreating  the  features  that  abound  on  the  'wild'  Missouri 

Past  efforts  of  the  Association  to  preserve  our  river  and  the  wisdom  of  this  subcommittee  to  fund 
preservation  efforts  is  to  be  commended  I  would  strongly  encourage  the  subcommittee  to 
authorize  funding  for  the  continued  maintenance  of  structures  previously  built.  We  must  insure  that 
our  past  investment  in  preserving  the  river  are  protected. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincafeb 


Senator  Stan  S(Jfel)peper 
18th  Legislative  District 
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SENATOR  PAT  ENGEL  JgR  COMMITTEES 

District  No.  17  ■11 


401  East  31  St  Street  .^^UmV                                                    Legislative  Coundl 

South  Sioux  City.  Nebraslta  68776  'MM  ■  Ui^ 

Legislative  Address:  iffJStWSi  11  WKst 

State  Capitol  ^f^^'^^UbSE^ 

PO  Box  94604  u^^n  Ai^HilK^^^^hfti^ 

Uncoln,  NetvasKa  68509-4604  J^^BUi  ^^^^^Wimiluiiilfflksa^ 
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March  14, 1995 

Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
House  Appropriations  Committee 
2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  pleased  to  enter  this  letter  in  support  of  the  efforts  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization 
Association  in  the  recreational  development  of  a  stretch  of  the  Missouri  River  which  runs  from 
Yankton,  South  Dakota  to  Ponca,  Nebraska. 

The  river  is  an  abundant  habitat  for  fish  and  fowl  and  is  a  state  and  national  treasure  that 
encourages  people  to  enjoy  the  beauty  of  this  region  of  the  country.  In  contrast,  most  of  the 
lower  river  has  become  a  swift  moving  and  uninspiring  canal  with  damage  to  the  ecology, 
causing  irreversible  damage. 

Past  efforts  of  the  Association  to  preserve  our  river  is  to  be  commended.  I  would  appreciate  the 
subcommittee  once  again  providing  the  necessary  investment  needed  to  preserve  this  worthy 
project. 


LPE:jlm 
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Mr.  Curry.  I  also  thank  you  for  everything  you  have  done  for  us. 
We  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  try  to  help  people  who  want  to  help  themselves, 
too.  That  is  very  necessary, 

Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  your  patience  and  your 
fine  presentation. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much.  The  committee  will  stand  ad- 
journed until  10:00  tomorrow  morning. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECTS 
WIT^fESSES 

HON.  MARTIN  FROST,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  TEXAS 
HON.   STEVE   STOCKMAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS   FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 
HON.  SHEILA  JACKSON  LEE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 
PRESTON  M.  GEREN,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN,  TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSO- 

CLVTION 
MORRIS  RICE,  SECRETARY,  TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 
MAURICE  LOCKE,  PRESIDENT,  TRINITY  RIVER  AUTHORITY 
LARRY  DUNCAN,  COUNCILMAN,  CITY  OF  DALLAS 
GARY  SKAGGS,  CHAIRMAN,  TRINITY  STEERING  COMMITTEE,  NORTH 

CENTRAL  TEXAS  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 
JIM  OLIVER,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  PUBLIC  UTILITIES,  CITY  OF  HOUS- 
TON 
FRED  PERRENOT,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  PUBLIC  UTILITIES,  CITY  OF 

HOUSTON 
JEFF  WINTER,  COMMISSIONER,  PORT  OF  LIBERTY 
BOB  CASTLEBERRY,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  DENTON 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

We  are  pleased  to  welcome  our  colleague  from  Texas  who  has 
been  appearing  a  good  many  years  before  this  committee  and,  as 
Mr.  Bevill  said,  has  usually  gotten  what  he  wanted. 

Mr.  Frost.  With  one  notable  exception  on  the  Floor. 

Mr.  Myers.  Okay.  A  lot  of  us  have  lost  those  kinds.  You  have 
been  here  longer  than  I  have,  Tom.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you, 
Martin,  this  morning  and  you  may  proceed  as  you  care.  Your  pre- 
pared statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  that.  I  would  like  to  go 
through  my  statement  fairly  quickly  and  then  introduce  the  rep- 
resentative from  the  Trinity  Improvement  Association.  I  have  testi- 
fied with  the  Trinity  Improvement  Association  every  year  that  I 
have  been  in  Congress  and  monitored  their  progress  in  the  north 
Texas  area.  You  will  be  hearing  from  Morris  Rice,  the  Secretary. 

As  some  of  you  know,  I  support  all  of  the  Association's  water 
supply  and  flood  control  projects  in  Texas.  I  have  a  particular  in- 
terest in  the  Upper  Trinity  River  Basin  Project,  a  feasibility  flood 
study  along  the  Elm  and  West  Forks  of  the  Trinity  in  Tarrant  and 
Dallas  Counties. 

The  North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments  is  the  local 
sponsor  and  through  nine  cities,  two  counties,  one  special  purpose 
district,  and  the  State  they  are  contributing  matching  funds  to 
complete  the  study.  Millions  of  dollars  of  property  damage  have  oc- 
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curred  as  a  result  of  the  flooding  in  this  area.  It  is  extremely  im- 
portant that  the  project  continue  on  course  and  that  Congress 
budget  the  $304,000  requested  in  fiscal  year  1996.  This  feasibiUty 
study  is  in  the  fifth  year  of  a  six-year  study. 

In  the  past,  I  have  also  spoken  of  the  Joe  Pool  Lake  project 
which  is  a  Corps  of  Engineers  multipurpose  project  that  will  pro- 
vide water  to  the  cities  of  Duncanville,  Grand  Prairie,  Cedar  Hill 
and  Midlothian  and  flood  control  for  the  entire  North  Texas  region. 
The  recreational  component  is  complete  and  I  support  the  request 
of  $810,000  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  this  project. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  briefly  mention  the 
administration's  effort  to  change  the  mission  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

As  many  of  you  are  aware,  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  budg- 
et proposes  to  eliminate  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  local 
project's  role  and  to  focus  the  Corps  on  water  projects  that  provide 
national  benefits,  which  is  defined  as  projects  that  benefit  at  least 
two  States.  Corps  projects  that  do  not  span  at  least  two  States  will 
be  phased  out,  even  though  Congress  has  consistently  reaffirmed 
its  support  for  the  Corps  involvement  in  flood  control  and  small 
and  large  water  projects. 

This  is  a  misguided  proposal  that  would  jeopardize  future  flood 
control  projects  across  the  country.  I  am  particularly  concerned 
with  future  projects  along  the  Trinity  River  in  Texas,  part  of  which 
is  in  my  congressional  district.  In  addition  to  the  Upper  River  Trin- 
ity project,  which  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  Corps  is  currently  work- 
ing on  channelizing  Johnson  Creek  in  both  the  cities  of  Grand  Prai- 
rie and  Arlington  which  will  provide  100-year  flood  protection  for 
the  residential  structures  adjacent  to  the  project.  These  small  but 
very  important  projects  would  not  have  been  done  under  the  pro- 
posed regulations.  If  flood  protection  projects  are  not  completed, 
many  communities  will  suffer  damages  that  could  have  been  easily 
avoided. 

I  believe  that  this  policy  would  actually  create  a  new  unfunded 
mandate  for  States  because  it  would  force  each  State  to  acquire  the 
costs  and  it  is  my  hope  that  this  subcommittee  will  thoroughly  and 
seriously  review  the  administration's  plan  in  the  months  to  come. 

Mr.  Myers.  If  you  will  yield  at  this  point,  we  have  had  a  lot  of 
testimony  here  and  I  haven't  found  anybody  in  support  of  it  includ- 
ing Members  of  this  subcommittee.  I  don't  know  where  it  came  off 
the  wall  from  some  place.  I  guess  it  is  all  part  of  trying  to  save 
money  but  it  is  penny  wise  and  pound  foolish.  We  have  a  respon- 
sibility, historically,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  trained 
in  this  role. 

Mr.  Frost.  I  completely  agree. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  agree  with  you  completely  and  we  expect  to  get 
your  good  help  in  preventing  this  from  going  into  effect. 

Mr.  Frost.  I  will  do  everything  I  can  as  one  Member,  but  it  is 
good  to  hear  that  we  are  all  on  the  same  side. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  have  asked  three  or  four  of  the  division  engineers 
who  each  have  many  States  in  their  division,  as  you  know,  how 
many  towns  and  counties  could  pay  75  percent  of  the  costs  of  flood 
control  projects  and  they  could  not  think  of  one  that  could  do  that. 
Not  one. 
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So  whoever  dreamed  that  idea  up  in  the  executive  branch,  I  don't 
blame  them  for  being  quiet  and  not  claiming  it.  It  is  ridiculous.  We 
just — ^you  and  I  and  the  Chairman  and  some  others  are  going  to 
see  that  that  does  not  happen. 

Mr.  Myers.  Other  than  the  Rio  Grande,  would  any  rivers  in 
Texas  qualify  under  the  new  criteria? 

Mr.  Frost.  I  don't  believe  so. 

Mr.  Bevill.  The  Red  River. 

Mr.  Frost.  Perhaps.  Perhaps.  Let  me  at  this  point,  if  I  may,  I 
would  like  to  have  Morris  Rice,  the  Secretary  of  the  Trinity  Im- 
provement Association,  come  forward  and  present  his  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Frost  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THE  HON.  MARTIN  FROST 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

MARCH  23,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  pleased  to  appear  before  your  Subcommittee 
this  morning  with  members  of  the  Trinity  Improvement  Association. 
I've  testified  with  them  every  year  that  I've  been  in  Congress 
and  have  monitored  the  progress  of  their  projects  in  the  North 
Texas  area.   You  will  be  hearing  from  a  number  of  the 
Associations  representatives  this  morning,  and  I  urge  you  to  give 
their  request  full  consideration. 

As  some  of  you  know  from  previous  years,  I  support  all  of 
the  Associations'  water  supply  and  flood  control  projects  in 
Texas.   I  have  particular  interest  in  the  Upper  Trinity  River 
Basin  project,  a  feasibility  flood  study  along  the  Elm  and  West 
forks  of  the  Trinity  in  Tarrant  and  Dallas  Counties.   The  North 
Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments  is  the  local  sponsor  and 
through  nine  cities,  two  counties,  one  special-purpose  district 
and  the  state,  they  are  contributing  matching  funds  to  complete 
this  study.   Millions  of  dollars  of  property  damage  has  occurred 
as  a  result  of  the  flooding  in  this  area.   It  is  extremely 
important  that  this  project  continue  on  course  and  that  Congress 
budget  the  $304,000  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.   This 
feasibility  study  is  in  the  fifth  year  of  a  six-year  study. 

In  years  past  I  have  also  spoken  of  the  Joe  Pool  Lake 
project  which  is  a  Corps  of  Engineers'  multipurpose  project  that 
will  provide  water  to  the  cities  of  Duncanville,  Grand  Prairie, 
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Cedar  Hill  and  Midlothian  and  flood  control  for  the  entire  North 
Texas  region.   The  recreational  component  is  complete  and,  I 
support  the  request  of  $810,000  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
this  project. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  briefly  mention 
the  Administration's  effort  to  change  the  mission  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

As  many  of  you  are  aware,  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1996 
budget  proposes  to  eliminate  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  local 
projects  role  and  focus  the  Corps  on  water  projects  that  provide 
"national  benefits,"  which  is  defined  as  projects  that  benefit  at 
least  two  states.   Corps  projects  that  do  not  span  at  least  two 
states  will  be  phased  out,  even  though  Congress  has  consistently 
reaffirmed  its  support  for  the  Corps  involvement  in  flood  control 
and  small  and  large  water  projects. 

This  is  a  misguided  proposal  that  would  jeopardize  future 
flood  control  projects  across  the  country.   I'm  particularly 
concerned  with  future  projects  along  the  Trinity  River  in  Texas, 
part  of  which  is  in  my  congressional  district.   In  addition  to 
the  Upper  River  Trinity  Project  which  I  mentioned  earlier,  the 
Corps  is  currently  working  on  channelizing  Johnson  Creek,  in  both 
of  Cities  of  Grand  Prairie  and  Arlington,  which  will  provide  100- 
year  flood  protection  for  the  residential  structures  adjacent  to 
the  project. 

These  small,  but  very  important  projects,  would  not  have 
been  done  under  the  proposed  regulations.   If  flood  protection 


projects  are  not  completed,  many  communities  will  suffer  damages 
that  could  have  been  easily  avoided. 

I  believe  that  this  policy  would  actually  create  a  new 
unfunded  mandate  for  states  because  it  would  force  each  state  to 
acquire  the  costs,  and  it  is  my  hope  that  this  Subcommittee  will 
thoroughly  and  seriously  review  the  Administration's  plan  in  the 
months  to  come. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Welcome,  Morris. 

Mr.  Rice.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  back  here.  Good  to  see  you  again. 
I  am  going  to  depart  from  the  order  which  is  in  your  book  because 
Congressman  Stockman  is  here  and  he  would  like  to  introduce  the 
representative  from  the  City  of  Houston. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Rice  follows:] 

Statement  of  the  Trinity  Improvement  Association  to  the  Subcommittee  on 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Committee  on  Appropriations,  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  March  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee:  My  name  is  Marsh  Rice,  Jr.,  of 
Dallas,  Texas,  and  I  am  Secretary  of  the  Trinity  Improvement  Association.  I  am 
substituting  for  our  chairman  Mr.  Preston  Geren.  Our  delegation  represents  inter- 
ests from  throughout  the  Trinity  River  Basin  and  the  city  of  Houston  which  is  out- 
side the  basin  but  receives  water  from  it.  The  delegates  include  mayors  and  council 
members,  officers  of  river  authorities  and  water  districts,  port  commissioners,  water 
utihty  managers  and  other  service  organization  officials.  While  the  group  is  diverse 
geographically,  it  is  united  in  purpose. 

We  tiiank  the  Members  of  Congress  who  have  taken  time  from  their  busy  sched- 
ules to  appear  here  on  our  behalf 

For  the  record  we  now  present  specific  comments  and  recommendations  on  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  budget  proposals. 

These  are  summarized  at  the  beginning  of  our  written  testimony.  It  itemizes  the 
fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  for  $25,812,000  for  15  projects  affecting  the  Trinity 
River  Basin.  This  is  $6,982,000  less  than  requested  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

We  have  two  additionsd  requests. 

We  are  asking  for  $5,000,000  to  support  the  Corps  of  Engineers  expressed  capabil- 
ity for  continuing  construction  of  the  Wallisville  project.  You  have  heard  from  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  from  our  area  on  this  topic.  You  will  hear  additional  testimony 
about  this  subject  from  the  general  manager  of  pubUc  utilities  for  the  city  of  Hous- 
ton. 

Additionally,  we  reauest  that  language  be  included  in  the  authorization  bill  direct- 
ing the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  give  credit  to  the  city  of  Dallas  for  funds  that  the 
city  has  expended  on  projects  that  are  part  of  the  authorized  Dallas  floodway  exten- 
sion project.  Dallas  City  Councilman  Duncan  will  speak  on  this  request. 

We  support  Congressman  Frost's  concern  over  the  major  policy  changes  in  Federal 
support  of  flood  control  projects  expressed  by  the  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Anny  for  Civil  Works,  Mr.  Zeibsko,  which  would  severely  reduce  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers participation  in  solving  the  Nation's  efforts  to  reduce  flood  damage.  The  sug- 
gested approach  would  do  little  to  solve  existing  problems  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment would  continue  to  be  faced  with  massive  expenditures  to  repair  catastrophic 
damages  such  as  those  recently  experienced  on  the  Mississippi  River  and  in  Califor- 
nia. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  point  out  for  the  record  that  a  complete  list  of 
our  delegation  appearing  here  today  and  copies  of  the  testimony  to  be  given  by  our 
group  has  been  submitted  to  the  committee. 

With  these  remarks,  I  would  Uke  to  call  on  a  few  members  of  the  delegation  who 
will  speak  briefly  on  projects  of  specific  concern  to  their  areas.  We  will  curtail  our 
statements  in  the  interests  of  brevity,  knowing  that  this  subcommittee  carefully  con- 
siders our  input. 

The  first  speaker  will  be  Mr.  Maurice  Locke,  president,  Trinity  River  Authority. 

(Mr.  Locke  makes  his  statement.) 

The  next  statement  will  be  by  the  Honorable  Larry  Duncan,  councilman,  city  of 
Dallas. 

(Councilman  Duncan  makes  his  statement.) 

Next  will  be  Mr.  Gary  Skaggs,  chairman  of  the  Trinity  Steering  Committee  of  the 
North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments. 

(Mr.  Skaggs  makes  his  statement.) 

Next  wUl  be  Mr.  Jim  Oliver,  general  manager,  Tarrant  County  Water  Control  and 
Improvement  District. 

(Mr.  Oliver  makes  his  statement.) 

The  next  speaker  will  be  Mr.  Fred  Perrenot,  general  manager  of  public  utilities 
for  the  city  of  Houston. 

(Mr.  Perrenot  makes  his  statement.) 

Next  will  be  Mr.  Jeff  Winter,  commissioner,  port  of  Liberty. 

(Mr.  Winter  makes  his  statement.) 
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In  our  written  testimony  is  a  statement  by  Mayor  Bob  Castleberry  who  could  not 
be  with  us  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  whole  delegation,  please  accept  our  appreciation 
for  the  excellent  job  you  and  your  committee  have  done,  in  these  difficult  times,  in 
sustaining  sound  water  resource  development  programs  that  have  proven  their  envi- 
ronmental and  economic  worth.  Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  appear  before  this 
committee.  As  we  stated  last  year,  we  stand  ready  to  bear  our  part  of  the  burden. 
We  ask  only  that  the  return  on  investments  to  the  Nation's  economy  and  the  sound- 
ness of  Federal  participation  in  Trinity  River  Basin  water  resources  development  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  arriving  at  your  decisions. 

As  always,  it  has  been  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you. 
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SUMMARY  OF  REQUESTS  -  FY  1996 
UNITES  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  OF  TEXAS  DELEGATION.  THE  TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT 
ASSOCIATION  RECOMMENDS  THE  SUPPORT  OF  CONGRESS  FOR  THE  FOLLOWING  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  PROJECTS  IN  CONSIDERING  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  FY  1996. 

FUNDING  REQUESTS:  BUDGET  REQUEST: 

PROJECT 

SURVEYS,  ADVANCED  ENGINEERING  &  DESIGN 

DALLAS  FLOODWAY  EXTENSION  -  DALLAS.  TX  $500,000 

UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN,  TX  $304,000 

CONSTRUCTION 

RAY  ROBERTS  LAKE.  TX  $3,500,000 

OPERATIONS  &  MAINTENANCE 

BARDWELL  LAKE,  TX  $1 ,21 0.000 

BENBROOK  LAKE,  TX  $1 ,61 0.000 

COOPER  LAKE,  TX  $874,000 

DENISON  DAM,  TX  $6,033,000 

GRAPEVINE  LAKE.  TX  $1 .956.000 

JOE  POOL  LAKE.  TX  $81 0,000 

LAVON  LAKE.  TX  $2,303,000 

LEWISVILLE  LAKE.  TX  $2,798,000 

NAVARRO  MILLS  LAKE,  TX  $1 ,388,000 

RAY  ROBERTS  LAKE.  TX  $783,000 

WALLISVILLE  LAKE,  TX  $473,000 

TRINITY  RIVER  &  TRIBUTARIES,  TX  $1 ,270,000 

ADDITIONAL  FUNDING  REQUEST: 

WALLISVILLE  LAKE,  TX 

IT  IS  REQUESTED  THAT  FUNDS  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $5,000,000  BE  APPROPRIATED  TO  SUPPORT 
THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  EXPRESSED  CAPABILITY  FOR  CONTINUING  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE 
WALLISVILLE  PROJECT. 

DALLAS  FLOODWAY  EXTENSION,  TX 

IT  IS  REQUESTED  THAT  LANGUAGE  BE  INCLUDED  DIRECTING  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY 
TO  CREDIT  THE  CITY  OF  DALLAS  FOR  FUNDS  SPENT  ON  CONSTRUCTION  OF  FLOOD  CONTROL 
PROJECTS  THAT  ARE  PART  OF  THE  1 965  AUTHORIZED  FEDERAL  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT  FOR 
EXTENDING  THE  DALLAS  FLOODWAY. 

*  SUGGESTED  LANGUAGE  IS  ATTACHED. 
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FLOODWAY  AUTHORIZATION 

(1)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  credit  non-Federal  interests,  against  tiie 
non-Federal  share  of  project  costs  for  the  Dallas  Fioodway  Extension,  Dallas, 
Texas  Project,  authorized  by  section  301  of  the  River  and  Harbors  Act  of  1965  (79 
Stat.  1091),  including  any  modification  thereof,  the  cost  of  work  performed  by  the 
non-Federal  interests  in  constructing  flood  protection  works  for  Rochester  Park  and 
the  Central  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  Levees. 

(2)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  construed  to  limit  the  applicability  for  the 
requirement  contained  in  section  103(a)(1)(A)  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986. 


TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

1995  CONGRESSIONAL  HEARINGS 
DELEGATE  NAMES  AND  ADDRESSES 


TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION: 


PORT  OF  UBERTY: 


MR.  PRESTON  GEREN 

CHAIRMAN 

TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

4200  SOUTH  HULEN,  SUITE  619 

FT.  WORTH,  TEXAS  76109 


MR.  JOHN  HEBERT 

COMMISSIONER 

PORT  OF  LIBERTY  COMMISSION 

P.  O.  BOX  876 

LIBERTY.  TEXAS  77575 


MR.  CHARLES  LIVELY 
EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT 
TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 
1150  EMPIRE  CENTRAL  PL.  #108 
DALLAS.  TEXAS  75247 


MR.  ERNIE  ZIESCHANG 

COMMISSIONER 

PORT  OF  LIBERTY  COMMISSION 

P.  O.  BOX  876 

LIBERTY.  TEXAS  77575 


DR.  I.  M.  RICE 

SECRETARY 

TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

1150  EMPIRE  CENTRAL  PL.  #108 

DALUVS.  TEXAS  75247 


MR.  JEFF  WINTER 

DIRECTOR 

PORT  OF  LIBERTY  COMMISSION 

P.  O.  BOX  876 

LIBERTY.  TEXAS  77575 


TRINITY  RIVER  AUTHORITY: 


CITY  OF  DALLAS: 


MR.  MAURICE  LOCKE 

DIRECTOR 

TRINITY  RIVER  AUTHORITY 

P.  O.  BOX  60 

ARLINGTON.  TEXAS  76004 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

CITY  OF  DENTON,  TEXAS 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  23,  1995 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

I  AM  BOB  CASTLEBERRY.  MAYOR  OF  THE  CITY  OF  DENTON.  TEXAS. 
THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  CITY 
REGARDING  THE  IMPORTANT  ISSUES  FACING  THIS  COMMITTEE. 

LET  ME  BEGIN  BY  ENCOURAGING  YOUR  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  FOR  THE 
RAY  ROBERTS  LAKE  PROJECT.  THE  RAY  ROBERTS  LAKE  PROJECT  IS 
PROVIDING  APPROXIMATELY  76  MILLION  GALLONS  OF  WATER  TO  THE  NORTH 
TEXAS  REGION.  AS  YOU  KNOW.  FEDERAL  LAW  REQUIRES  DEVELOPMENT  OF 
RECREATIONAL  FACILITIES  AT  FEDERAL  PROJECTS.  IN  1986.  THE  WATER 
RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  WAS  PASSED.  REVISING  THE  AUTHORIZATION 
FOR  LAKE  RAY  ROBERTS  TO  INCLUDE  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  A  GREENBELT 
CORRIDOR  IN  LIEU  OF  ADDITIONAL  RECREATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  AT 
LEWISVILLE  LAKE.  THE  PLAN  FOR  THE  GREENBELT  INCLUDES  DEVELOPMENT 
OF  THE  PROPERTY  FOR  PUBUC  ACCESS  AND  DIVERSE  RECREATIONAL  USES. 
FROM  HORSEBACK  RIDING  TO  CANOEING.  BENEFITTING  EVERYONE  IN  THE 
NORTH  CENTRAL  TEXAS  REGION.  BESIDES  ENSURING  THAT  THE  PRIMITIVE 
CHARACTER  OF  THE  RIVER  CORRIDOR  REMAINS  INTACT.  THE  GREENBELT  ALSO 
OFFERS  A  "BUFFER"  BETWEEN  LAND  ALONG  THE  RIVER  AND  FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENT. 
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THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAS  REQUESTED  $3,500,000  IN  THEIR  BUDGET 
FOR  THE  CONSTRUCTION  AND  COMPLETION  OF  THE  LAKE  RAY  ROBERTS 
GREENBELT  AND  OTHER  EXPENSES  RELATED  TO  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  LAKE 
RAY  ROBERTS  PROJECT.  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  CITY  OF  DENTON.  I  ENCOURAGE 
THIS  COMMITTEE  TO  GRANT  THE  CORPS'  REQUEST. 

I  WOULD  ALSO  LIKE  TO  TAKE  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  EXPRESS  THE  CITY 
OF  DENTON'S  CONCERNS  REGARDING  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION  TO  LIMIT  THE 
CORPS'  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  LOCAL  FLOOD  CONTROL.  I  BELIEVE  THE 
PROPOSAL  WOULD  LIMIT  THE  CORPS'  OVERSIGHT  AUTHORITY  TO  INTERSTATE 
FLOODING  ISSUES.  EUMINATING  ITS  CURRENT  ROLE  IN  LOCAL  FLOOD  CONTROL 
PROJECTS.  SUCH  AS  THOSE  INVOLVING  THE  UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER.  THE  CORPS 
OF  ENGINEERS  HAS  HISTORICALLY  SERVED  OUR  REGION  WELL  IN  FLOODING 
ISSUES.  AND  THE  CITY  OF  DENTON  WILL  OPPOSE  ANY  LEGISLATION  AT  THIS 
TIME  WHICH  MAY  HASTILY  CHANGE  THE  CORPS'  ROLE. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  TIME  AND  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  BEFORE 
THIS  COMMITTEE.  IF  I  CAN  OFFER  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION.  PLEASE 
CONTACT  ME  AND  I  WILL  BE  HAPPY  TO  DO  SO. 
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Mr.  Bevill.  Pleased  to  have  you  with  us. 

Mr.  Stockman.  Good  to  be  here.  I  just  want  to  say  to  start  out 
with,  ironically  in  our  paper  I  was  attacked  for  cutting  the  budget 
of  space,  which  is  in  my  district,  by  $100  million,  and  two  nights 
later  I  was  attacked  by  CBS  for  not  cutting  stufY  in  my  district.  So 
I  am  a  little  confused. 

Mr.  Myers.  Welcome  aboard. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  will  find  that  those  projects  outside  of  a  district 
are  considered  pork — those  outside  the  district  will  consider  it 
pork. 

Mr.  Stockman.  I  cut  some  in  my  district. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  now  been  christened  by  the  media  and  you 
will  be  baptized  many  times. 

Mr.  Stockman.  Mr.  Chairman  and  subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you.  I  have  the  great  pleasure  of 
introducing  to  you  Mr.  Fred  Perrenot  who  is  from  Houston,  Texas. 
A  general  manager  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Engi- 
neering for  Houston  Public  Utilities.  He  is  here  today  to  testify  for 
the  $5  million  appropriation  request  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
to  continue  the  Wallisville  Saltwater  Barrier  Project. 

I  might  add  that  prior  to  this  point,  I  was  not  either  opposed  to 
the  project  or  in  favor  of  the  project.  In  fact,  frankly,  in  my  first 
run  for  office,  I  opposed  it  because  a  lot  of  duck  hunters  who  were 
my  supporters  opposed  it.  But  they  have  made  changes  that  not 
only  are  good  for  Houston  but  are  also  good  for  duck  hunting.  So 
it  is  a  win-win  situation. 

As  a  Federal  project,  our  local  commitment  is  66  percent  and  I 
think  this  degree  of  commitment  should  be  applauded  and  I  am 
very  proud  to  come  on  board  and  support  this  project  because  I 
think  it  is  a  win-win  situation  because  it  is  a  cooperation  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  local  government. 

And  I  am  honored  to  introduce  Mr.  Fred  Perrenot. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Stockman  follows:] 
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Statement  by 
Congressman  Steve  Stockman 

before  the 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

of  the  US  House  Appropriations  Committee 

Thursday,  March  23,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you  today. 

I  have  the  pleasure  of  introducing  to  you  Mr.  Fred  Perrenot  from  Houston,  Texas.  Mr. 
Perrenot  serves  as  the  General  Manager  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Engineering  for 
Houston  Public  Utilities. 

He  is  here  today  to  testify  in  favor  of  a  $5  million  appropriation  request  from  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  the  continued  construction  of  the  Wallisville  Saltwater  Barrier  Project. 

As  Federal  funding  for  civil  works  projects  becomes  more  and  more  difficult  to  justify,  it 
becomes  necessary  to  ask  the  local  sponsors  of  these  projects  to  be  responsible  for  larger  shares 
of  the  construction  costs.  I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  committee  that  once  this  project  is 
completed,  the  local  share  of  the  total  cost  will  be  approximately  66%.  This  degree  of 
commitment  should  be  applauded. 

I  ask  that  the  chairman  and  committee  consider  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Perrenot  when  they 
make  their  decision  regarding  the  disposition  of  this  matter. 

I  would  now  like  to  present  Mr.  Fred  Perrenot 


Mr.  Perrenot.  Thank  you,  sir,  Mr.  Myers,  it  is  good  to  be  back. 
Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time. 

Congressman  Stockman  has  made  a  very  important  statement 
for  us  in  support  of  the  WalHsville  Saltwater  Barrier  so,  therefore, 
in  the  interest  of  the  committee's  time,  I  am  going  to  submit  my 
written  testimony  for  the  record  and  summarize  my  statement  in 
three  main  points. 

First,  the  saltwater  barrier  is  a  very  important  project  in  terms 
of  water  supply  for  the  entire  region  around  Houston.  Without  the 
saltwater  barrier,  the  entire  Houston  region  of  about  3  million  peo- 
ple which  contains  the  Nation's  number  one  port  for  foreign  ton- 
nage and  one  of  the  Nation's  largest  petrochemical  basins  will  run 
short  of  water  in  20  years  and  we  will  not  be  able  to  continue  the 
groundwater  restoration  and  subsidence  abatement  programs. 

And  Congressman  Stockman  touched  on  this.  Local  sources  have 
made  significant  investment  of  local  funds  in  the  Lower  Trinity 
River.  The  Wallisville  Saltwater  Barrier  and  Lake  Livingston  were 
designed  to  operate  as  a  system.  In  fact,  the  yield  of  Lake  Living- 
ston cannot  be  fully  developed  without  the  saltwater  barrier. 

We  built  the  lake  at  a  cost  of  $90  million  local  funds  in  anticipa- 
tion that  our  contract  with  the  Corps  to  build  the  saltwater  barrier 
would  be  completed.  When  you  add  that  $90  million  and  the  cost 
of  the  saltwater  barrier  with  the  local  contribution  to  that,  as  the 
Congressman  mentioned,  it  approaches  two-thirds  of  the  cost  of 
that  system  will  be  locally  funded. 

My  final  point  is  that  we  are  getting  close  to  completing  the 
project.  Congress  has  appropriated  $41  million  over  the  years.  The 
Corps  needs  only  a  $5  million  fiscal  year  1996  appropriation  fol- 
lowed by  a  $10  million  appropriation  in  succeeding  years  to  obtain 
a  completely  functional  saltwater  barrier.  All  other  costs  that  have 
been  identified  in  the  past  are  for  ancillary  facilities,  such  as  rec- 
reational facilities  and  other  things,  that  could  be  funded  in  the  out 
years  on  an  optional  basis. 

And  finally,  the  Corps  estimates  that  it  would  cost  much  more 
to  shut  the  project  down  than  it  would  be  to  finish  the  project  and 
get  a  functional  saltwater  barrier  with  the  final  $15  million.  So  Mr. 
Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill,  we  again  ask  you  to  support  the  $5  million 
Corps'  capability  that  they  have  announced  this  year,  and  thank 
you  very  much  for  your  time. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Perrenot  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

CITY  OF  HOUSTON 
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SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

MY  NAME  IS  FREDERICK  A.  PERRENOT  AND  I  SERVE  AS  GENERAL 
MANAGER  OF  HOUSTON  PUBLIC  UTILITIES.  THE  HOUSTON/GALVESTON 
METROPOLITAN  AREA  IS  A  VIBRANT  ECONOMIC  AND  INDUSTRIAL  CENTER  AND 
HOME  TO  OVER  THREE  MILLION  PEOPLE.  THE  PORT  OF  HOUSTON  IS  THE 
NATION'S  NUMBER  ONE  PORT  FOR  CARGO  SHIPPED  TO  FOREIGN  PORTS,  THE 
COUNTRY'S  NUMBER  TWO  PORT  FOR  TOTAL  TONNAGE  SHIPPED.  AND  THUS  THE 
GATEWAY  FOR  FOREIGN  COMMERCE.  SIMILARLY,  NASA  AND  THE  JOHNSON 
SPACE  CENTER  ARE  THE  COUNTRY'S  "GATEWAY  TO  SPACE  EXPLORATION". 
HOUSTON  IS  ALSO  THE  ENERGY  CAPITAL  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  MUCH  OF 
THE  NATION'S  REFINING  CAPACITY  OF  PETROLEUM  IS  CONCENTRATED  IN  THE 
HOUSTON  AREA  AND  PROVIDES  MORE  THAN  25%  OF  U.S.  JOBS  RELATED  TO 
CRUDE  PETROLEUM  AND  NATURAL  GAS  EXTRACTION. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  JUST  AS  ENERGY  IS  THE  LIFEBLOOD  OF  COMMERCE, 
FRESH  WATER  SUPPLY  IS  THE  UFEBLOOD  THAT  ALLOWS  ECONOMIC  AND 
INDUSTRIAL  GROWTH. 

THE  CITY  OF  HOUSTON,  AS  THE  DEVELOPER  OF  THREE  MAJOR 
RESERVOIRS,  A  RAW  SURFACE  WATER  CONVEYANCE/DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM 
AND  A  WATER  TREATMENT/DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM.  HAS  BECOME  THE  REGIONAL 
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SUPPLIER  OF  FRESH  WATER  IN  THE  HOUSTON-GALVESTON  AREA.  THIS 
SURFACE  WATER  IS  IMPORTANTTO  EUMINATETHE  DEVASTATING  PROBLEM  OF 
SUBSIDENCE  WHICH  HAS  REACHED  LEVELS  OF  MORE  THAN  TEN  FEET  IN  SOME 
AREAS.  COASTAL  SUBSIDENCE  DUE  TO  GROUNDWATER  WITHDRAWAL  HAS 
BEEN  VIRTUALLY  HALTED  AND  GROUNDWATER  LEVELS  HAVE  RECOVERED 
SIGNIFICANTLY  WHERE  CONVERSION  TO  RECOMMENDED  LEVELS  OF 
GROUNDWATER  PUMPAGE  HAS  OCCURRED.  PROVIDING  ADDITIONAL  SURFACE 
WATER  TO  REPLACE  GROUNDWATER  IN  UNCONVERTED  AREAS  MUST  CONTINUE 
TO  CONSOLIDATE  THE  ABATEMENT  OF  SUBSIDENCE  CURRENTLY  ACHIEVED. 
THIS  HAS  NOT  BEEN  AN  INEXPENSIVE  PROCESS  WITH  THE  CITY  RATEPAYERS 
AND  OUTSIDE  CUSTOMERS  WHO  HAVE  FUNDED  THE  $1 .8  BILLION  CAPITAL  AND 
INTEREST  INVESTMENT  THAT  HAS  OCCURRED  TO  DATE. 

WE  ARE  PROCEEDING  WITH  MAJOR  STUDIES  TO  EVALUATE  AND  ENHANCE 
PROGRAMS  IN  THE  AREAS  OF  WATER  CONSERVATION.  RESERVOIR  SYSTEMS 
OPERATION.  WASTEWATER  REUSE.  AND  OTHER  METHODS  TO  EFFECTIVELY  AND 
EFFICIENTLY  MANAGE  EXISTING  WATER  SUPPLIES.  EVEN  WITH  THESE 
PROGRAMS.  IT  IS  PROJECTED  THAT  WATER  DEMANDS  WILL  EXCEED  THE 
EXISTING  AVAILABLE  SUPPLIES  BY  ABOUT  THE  YEAR  2010. 

THE  ONE  REMAINING  PROJECT  THAT  HAS  BEEN  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF 
WATER  SUPPLY  PU^NNING  FOR  THE  HOUSTON  AREA  IS  THE  WALLISVILLE 
PROJECT  LOCATED  ON  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  TO  THE  EAST  OF  HOUSTON.  WITH 
THIS  PROJECT  IN  PLACE.  AN  ADEQUATE  SUPPLY  OF  WATER  WILL  BE  AVAILABLE 
TO  THE  AREA  UNTIL  ABOUT  2030. 
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THE  CITY  ENTERED  INTO  A  CONTRACT  WITH  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
IN  1967  FOR  THE  WALLISVILLE  PROJECT.  CONSTRUCTION  HAS  STARTED.  BEEN 
HALTED  TO  RESOLVE  ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES.  AND  AFTER  RESOLUTION  OF 
THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES.  WAS  RESUMED  IN  1991  WITH  FUNDS 
APPROPRIATED  BY  CONGRESS.  TO  DATE.  $41  MILLION  HAS  BEEN 
APPROPRIATED  WITH  $38  MILLION  AWARDED  IN  CONTRACTS.  THE  FINAL 
DESIGN  FOR  THE  MAJOR  SALTWATER  BARRIER  FACILITIES  IS  UNDERWAY  AND 
WILL  BE  COMPLETED  SOON.  IT  IS  CRITICAL  THAT  THIS  PROJECT  PROCEED  TO 
PROTECT  THIS  INVESTMENT  AND  TO  REALIZE  THE  BENEFIT  OF  CONSERVING  UP 
TO  640  MILLION  GALLONS  A  DAY  OF  WATER  THAT  WILL  BE  REQUIRED 
PERIODICALLY  TO  PREVENT  SALTWATER  INTRUSION  INTO  THE  TRINITY  RIVER 
DURING  THE  SUMMER  MONTHS. 

THE  CITY  IS  COMMITTED  TO  FULFILLING  ITS  OBLIGATIONS  UNDER  THE 
TERMS  OF  THE  CONTRACT  FOR  THE  WALLISVILLE  PROJECT  AND  SUPPORTS  THE 
CORPS'  EXPRESSED  CAPABILITY  REQUEST  OF  $5  MILLION  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1996.  THIS  WOULD  ALLOW  THIS  VITAL  PROJECT  TO  PROCEED  WITH  ONLY  A 
LIMITED  DELAY  IN  THE  SCHEDULE  FOR  COMPLETION. 

WE  WANT  TO  THANK  THIS  COMMITTEE  FOR  ITS  LONG-TERM  SUPPORT 
FOR  THIS  PROJECT  AND  ASSURE  YOU  THAT  THIS  PROJECT  REMAINS  A  HIGH 
PRIORITY  IN  OUR  CONTINUING  EFFORT  TO  MEET  OUR  RESPONSIBILITIES  AS  THE 
REGIONAL  SURFACE  WATER  SUPPLIER. 
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Mr.  Stockman.  I  want  to  say  something  quickly  about  that.  And 
I  don't  think  he  highlighted  it  enough.  It  would  actually  cost  the 
Federal  Government  more  to  shut  the  project  down  because  we 
have  to  go  back  to  the  natural  habitat,  so  it  would  be  penny-wise 
and  pound-foolish,  as  we  mentioned  earlier,  to  shut  the  project 
down.  So  I  think  it  is  critical  that  we  point  that  out. 

Mr.  Myers.  Unfortunately,  Congress  frequently  does  this.  Termi- 
nates and  it  costs  more  money  to  terminate  than  it  did  to  get  some- 
thing to  show  for  it.  We  try  to  avoid  that. 

Mr.  Stockman.  Even  the  SSC  had  similar  problems. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Steve. 

Mr.  Rice.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  know  us  from  years  past  and  I  am 
not  going  to  bore  you  with  that  recital. 

I  will  tell  you  that  we  support  the  administration's  budget  of 
$25,812  million  for  15  projects  which  is  $6,982  million  less  than  we 
got  last  year  and  we  have  these  two  additional  requests.  One  of 
them  you  just  heard  about,  $5  million  for  Wallisville;  and  the  sec- 
ond one  is  some  language  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  credit  the 
City  of  Dallas  with  funds  that  they  have  expended  because  the 
Corps  did  not  have  the  project  ready.  The  city  built  a  levee  in  meet- 
ing Corps  standards  but  we  need  authority  for  the  Secretary  to  give 
us  credit  for  it. 

And  then  I  will  next  call  on  Mr.  Maurice  Locke  from  the  Trinity 
River  Authority  to  express  his  concerns. 

Mr.  Locke.  Thank  you  Mr.  Rice. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  committee,  Mr.  Bevill,  I  am  Mau- 
rice Locke,  President  of  the  Trinity  River  Authority  of  Texas,  one 
of  the  three  sponsors  of  Wallisville  and  we  are  concerned  about 
Wallisville.  I  am  going  to  summarize  my  remarks  and  put  the  writ- 
ten copy  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  All  of  your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Locke.  The  construction  of  the  Wallisville  Saltwater  Barrier 
project  resumed  in  1991  and  if  the  Corps'  fiscal  year  1996  $5  mil- 
lion spending  capability  is  funded  by  this  committee,  they  will  be 
able  to  award  the  last  major  construction  contract  later  this  year. 
As  one  of  the  three  local  sponsors,  the  Trinity  River  Authority 
urges  the  committee  to  continue  funding  this  project.  The 
Wallisville  Saltwater  Barrier  will  provide  protection  from  saltwater 
intrusion  for  the  rice  industry  in  Liberty  and  Chambers  counties. 
With  the  completion  of  Wallisville,  TRA  and  the  City  of  Houston 
will  be  able  to  complete  a  long-term  water  supply  project  that  will 
benefit  the  citizens  of  the  Lower  Trinity  River  Basin.  The  project 
will  also  help  reduce  future  problems  with  land  surface  subsidence 
problems  in  the  coastal  area. 

The  authority  requests  the  committee  support  also  for  the 
$304,000  to  continuing  an  important  flood  study  in  the  Dallas  met- 
ropolitan area  and  the  Upper  Trinity  River  Basin  and  $1.27  million 
for  the  continuation  of  maintenance  dredging  along  the  Lower  Trin- 
ity River  channel.  We  ask  support  for  the  annual  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  Bardwell  Lake,  Joe  Pool  Lake,  Navarro  Mills 
Lake  and  Wallisville  Saltwater  Barrier. 

The  Trinity  River  Authority  of  Texas  thanks  this  committee  for 
the  opportunity  to  testify  and  for  improvements  that  the  good  gov- 
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ernment  has  funded  in  our  watershed  over  the  years.  Federal  ap- 
propriation for  water  projects  in  the  Trinity  River  Basin  remain 
one  of  the  best  investments  ever  made  and  we  thank  you  very 
much  for  your  time. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Locke,  Ms.  Shead,  and  Mr.  Fuller  follow:] 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

MY  NAME  IS  MAURICE  LOCKE,  AND  I  SERVE  AS  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
TRINITY  RIVER  AUTHORITY  OF  TEXAS  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS. 

TRA  SUPPORTS  THE  LEVEL  OF  CAPABILITY  EXPRESSED  BY  THE  U.S. 
ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  FOR  PROJECTS  LOCATED  IN  THE  TRINITY 
RIVER  BASIN. 

WALUSVILLE  SALTWAITER  PROJECT 

CONSTRUCTION  ON  THE  WALUSVILLE  SALTWATER  PROJECT 
RESUMED  IN  1991,  AND  IF  THE  CORPS'  FY  1996  $5  MILLION  SPENDING 
CAPABILITY  IS  FUNDED  BY  THIS  COMMITTEE,  THEY  WILL  BE  ABLE  TO  AWARD 
THE  FINAL  CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACT  LATER  THIS  YEAR.   AS  ONE  OF 
THREE  LOCAL  SPONSORS,  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  AUTHORITY  URGES  THIS 
COMMITTEE  TO  CONTINUE  FUNDING  THIS  IMPORTANT  PROJECT. 

THE  WALUSVILLE  SALTWATER  BARRIER  PROJECT  WILL  PROVIDE 
PROTECTION  FROM  SALTWATER  INTRUSION  FOR  THE  RICE  INDUSTRY  IN 
UBERTY  AND  CHAMBERS  COUNTIES.  WITH  THE  COMPLETION  OF 
WALLISVILLE,  TRA  AND  THE  CITY  OF  HOUSTON  WILL  BE  ABLE  TO  COMPLETE 
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A  LONG-TERM  WATER  PROJECT  FOR  THE  CITIZENS  OF  THE  LOWER  TRINITY 
RIVER  BASIN  AND  THE  GREATER  HOUSTON  AREA.   THE  PROJECT  WILL  ALSO 
ENABLE  THE  REDUCTION  OF  SUBSIDENCE  PROBLEMS  IN  THE  COASTAL 
AREA. 

UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN 

FLOODING  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  HAVE  RE-EMERGED  AS  HIGH 
PRIORITY  ISSUES  IN  THE  DALLAS/FORT  WORTH  METROPOUTAN  AREA.    NINE 
CITIES,  THREE  COUNTIES,  TRA  AND  ONE  OTHER  SPECIAL  PURPOSE 
DISTRICT  ARE  PARTICIPATING  IN  A  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  WITH  THE  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  TO  ASSESS  AN  ARRAY  OF  OPTIONS  RELATED  TO  FLOODING 
ISSUES.  AN  ADDITIONAL  $304,000  WILL  CONTINUE  THIS  STUDY  EFFORT  AND 
WE  REQUEST  YOUR  APPROVAL  OF  THIS  APPROPRIATION. 

TRINITY  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES 

THE  GALVESTON  DISTRICT  OF  THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
HAS  EXPRESSED  A  CAPABILITY  OF  $1,270,000  FOR  OPERATIONS  AND 
MAINTENANCE  ACTIVITY  ALONG  THE  LOWER  TRINITY  RIVER  NAVIGATION 
CHANNEL  WE  REQUEST  YOUR  SUPPORT  FOR  THIS  APPROPRIATION. 
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OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  FUNDS 

THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAS  REQUESTED,  AND  TRA  SUPPORTS 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FY  1996  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  FUNDS  FOR 
FEDERAL  WATER  PROJECTS  WITHIN  OUR  POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION.   THESE 
PROJECTS  INCLUDE  BARDWELL  LAKE,  NAVARRO  MILLS  LAKE,  JOE  POOL 
LAKE,  AND  WALLISVILLE  SALTWATER  PROJECT. 

CONCLUSION 

THE  TRINITY  RIVER  AUTHORITY  OF  TEXAS  THANKS  THIS  COMMITTEE 
FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  AND  FOR  IMPROVEMENTS  THAT  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  FUNDED  WITHIN  OUR  WATERSHED  OVER  THE 
YEARS.    FEDERAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  WATER  PROJECTS  IN  THE  TRINITY 
RIVER  BASIN  REMAIN  ONE  OF  THE  BEST  INVESTMENTS  EVER  MADE. 

THANK  YOU. 
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28  March  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers 

Chair,  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee 

House  Appropriations  Committee 

Attn:   Lori  Whipp 

23  62  Rayburn  House  Office  Bldg. 

Washington,  D.C.  20202 

Dear  Congressman  John  Myers: 

The  Galveston  Bay  Foundation  is  a  nonprofit  organization 
dedicated  to  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  Galveston  Bay 
for  its  multiple  uses,  through  programs  in  education,  conser- 
vation, research  and  advocacy.   The  Foundation's  board  and 
membership  consists  of  representatives  of  the  wide  diversity  of 
Galveston  Bay  users:   conservationists,  recreational  and 
commercial  fishermen,  recreational  boaters,  commercial  naviga- 
tion interests,  chambers  of  commerce,  academic  interests  and 
more.   Last  year,  the  Foundation  was  recognized  nationally  as  a 
recipient  of  a  Chevron-Times  Mirror  Magazines  for  its  success 
in  developing  partnerships  for  solutions  to  Bay  problems. 

Galveston  Bay  has  been  named  an  "estuary  of  national 
significance"  and  the  five-year  process  of  developing  a  plan 
for  the  future  conservation  and  management  of  the  Bay  was 
recently  completed.   Key  issues  facing  the  Bay  system  are  loss 
of  habitat,  salinity  balance,  and  water  quality. 

It  is  on  the  topic  of  salinity  balance  that  the  Galveston 
Bay  Foundation  wishes  to  address  the  Energy  and  Water 
Subcommittee  regarding  funding  for  the  proposed  Wallisville 
project.   Enclosed  are  five  copies  of  the  Foundation's 
testimony  on  the  project.   Also  enclosed  are  copies  of 
background  materials  on  the  Foundation. 


Thank  you  for  your  kind  attention. 


Very  truly  yours, 

Linda  R.  Shead,  P.E. 
Executive  Director 


Enclosures 
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SUMMARY  OF  GALVESTON  BAY  FOUNDATION  POSITION 
ON  THE  PROPOSED  WALLISVILLE  RESERVOIR  PROJECT 


I.   Current  Status  of  The  Project 

The  currently  proposed  plan  for  the  Wallisville  project 
would  directly  affect  3,800  acres  in  the  Trinity  River  delta, 
encompassing  the  Trinity  River  channel.  Lakes  Charlotte,  Miller 
and  Mud,  and  surrounding  cypress  swamps  east  of  the  main  river 
channel,  with  a  design  pool  level  of  no  more  than  +2  feet  MSL 
(mean  sea  level) .  The  design  represents  a  significant  modifi- 
cation and  improvement  over  the  Recommended  Plan  (Plan  2 A)  of  the 
Post  Authorization  Change  Report  of  1979  for  Wallisville  Lake, 
Texas,  which  consisted  of  a  5,600-acre  impoundment  to  elevation  4 
feet  mean  sea  level  (MSL) .  (The  original  1960's  project  was  for  a 
19,700-acre  impoundment  encompassing  marsh  and  swamp  on  both 
sides  of  the  Trinity  River.)  The  stated  purposes  of  this  project 
remain  salinity  control,  water  supply,  and  recreation.  Naviga- 
tion is  provided  for  only  through  the  required  lock  structure  in 
the  river  channel  in  order  to  pass  projected  traffic  to  Moss 
Bluff  and  Liberty  through  the  dam. 

Some  portions  of  the  dam  for  the  current  project  have  been 
constructed.  The  10, 000-foot-long,  non-overflow  dam  on  the  east 
side  of  the  Trinity  River,  from  I-IO  south  to  the  site  of  the 
proposed  gated  structure  and  locks,  was  completed  in  1969,  before 
the  original  project  construction  was  halted  in  1973.  (That 
project  would  have  impounded  19,700  acres  across  both  sides  of 
the  Trinity  River  delta.)  The  17 , 200-foot-long,  non-overflow  dam 
on  the  west  side  of  the  Trinity  River  was  completed  in  1994. 
Portions  of  the  lock  structure  were  also  completed  before  1973. 

Those  portions  of  the  current  project  still  to  be  completed 
include  the  gated,  controlled  spillway  in  the  Trinity  River 
Channel,  the  non-overflow  dam  between  the  west  dam  and  the  lock, 
completion  of  the  lock,  control  structures  on  the  west  side  of 
the  river,  and  Cedar  Hill  Park. 

By  constructing  the  project,  the  City  of  Houston  and  the 
Trinity  River  Authority  are  no  longer  required  to  keep  available 
flushing  freshwater  inflows  which  would  control  salinity 
intrusion  in  the  Trinity  River.  Releases  of  as  much  as  1,000 
cubic  feet  per  second  are  required,  if  needed,  from  May  15 
through  September  15  of  each  year,  by  the  adjudicated  water 
rights  that  these  entities  hold  in  the  Trinity  River  since  the 
completion  of  the  Livingston  Dam. 
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II.  Summary  of  Identified  Impacts  of  the  Current  Project 

Impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  immediate  project 
area  have  been  substantially  reduced  with  the  recent  revisions  to 
the  plan.  By  eliminating  the  non-overflow  levee  upstream  of 
Interstate  10,  any  back-up  of  the  river  would  occur  only  during 
conditions  of  extreme  low  flow.  Thus,  the  integrity  of  the 
cypress  swamp  is  to  be  maintained  and  stagnation  of  the  swamp 
system  is  far  less  likely.  Also,  normal  river  bank  overflows 
will  allow  sediment  and  nutrient  flows  to  both  the  eastern  swamp 
and  western  marshes  above  I-IO.  This  will  not  be  the  case  for 
the  marshes  below  I-IO,  however.  Wetlands  losses  are  confined  to 
some  50  to  75  acres  of  brackish  wetlands,  associated  with  con- 
struction of  the  western  dams.  The  revised  gated  structure  in 
the  river  will  allow  mobile  aquatic  species  to  move  between  the 
bay  system  and  the  swamp  system.  However,  those  species  that 
move  between  these  habitats  during  their  larval  stages  (e.g. 
Rangia  clams  and  barnacles)  will  still  be  restricted. 

The  major  impact  of  the  proposed  project  still  remains  the 
reduction  of  freshwater  inflows  to  Galveston  Bay.  It  is  the 
balance  of  freshwater  from  rivers  (50  percent  currently  from  the 
Trinity  River)  and  saltwater  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  that 
provides  for  the  extremely  high  fisheries  productivity  of 
Galveston  Bay.  Galveston  Bay  has  been  named  an  "estuary  of 
national  significance"  in  part  because  of  this  productivity.  The 
Bay  is  the  source  of  approximately  1/3  of  Texas's  shrimp  harvest, 
2/3  of  the  state's  oyster  harvest  and  1/3  of  the  state's  recrea- 
tional finfish  harvest.  Without  the  flushing  effects  of  fresh- 
water to  balance  saltwater  from  the  Gulf,  this  productivity  is 
likely  to  be  significantly  impaired. 

III.  Recent  Washington  Activity  on  the  Project 

The  concept  for  the  Wallisville  Project  originated  in  the 
1950 's  as  a  saltwater  barrier  and  barge  canal  to  Dallas.  Over 
the  years,  the  project's  purposes  have  changed  emphasis,  based  in 
part  on  the  support  available  in  Washington.  The  Reagan  and  Bush 
administrations  never  supported  funding  for  the  project,  especi- 
ally as  it  was  viewed  as  a  single-purpose  water  supply  project. 
Furthermore,  in  July  1990,  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
described  the  project  as  "programmatically  and  environmentally 
irresponsible."  Support  for  the  project  from  the  Washington 
office  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  also  been  lacking  at  times. 
No  funding  was  ever  included  in  Senate  finance  bills,  but 
Congressman  Jack  Brooks  was  an  ardent  supporter  of  the  project  in 
the  House  and  sought  funding  each  year  after  the  court  injunction 
was  lifted  in  1987.  Even  without  Senate  support.  Congressman 
Brooks  several  times  managed  to  salvage  some  funds  for  the 
project  from  conference  committee.  A  total  of  approximately  $14 
million  has  been  appropriated  since  1987,  and  the  Corps  projects 
that  another  $40  million  will  be  necessary  for  completion. 
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IV.   Galveston  Bay  Foundation  Position 

A  sufficient  basis  for  defining  the  freshwater  needs  of 
Galveston  Bay  does  not  yet  exist.  However,  current  studies  by 
the  Texas  Water  Development  Board  and  the  Texas  Parks  &  Wildlife 
Department  to  address  this  issue  should  be  completed  within  the 
year. 

Furthermore,  the  amount  of  water  made  available  for  metro- 
politan use  by  construction  of  the  Wallisville  Dam  will  be  a 
minor  portion  of  the  projected  50-year  needs  for  the  Houston  area 
and  is  not  projected  to  be  needed  for  another  20  years.  To 
address  long-term  water  needs,  additional  studies  are  being  con- 
ducted to  evaluate  the  resources  and  feasibility  of  a  Sabine 
River  transfer.  Participants  in  these  studies  include  three 
state  agencies,  three  major  cities,  river  authorities,  and 
representatives  of  citizens  groups. 

With  substantial  effort  and  funds  being  expended  on  these 
planning  processes,  and  with  the  future  productivity  of  Galveston 
Bay  in  the  balance,  it  seems  unwise  and  wasteful  to  pursue 
expenditure  of  federal  tax  dollars  for  completion  of  the 
Wallisville  project  at  this  time. 

The  Galveston  Bay  Foundation  opposes  the  appropriation  of  any 
additional  federal  or  any  local  funds  for  the  Wallisville  project 
until  meeting  the  freshwater  inflow  needs  of  Galveston  Bay,  as 
well  as  the  long-term  water  supply  needs  of  Houston,  has  been 
resolved. 


This  position  statement  was  adopted  by  the  Executive  Committee  of 
the  Galveston  Bay  Foundation  at  its  regular  meeting  on  March  20, 
1995. 
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Testimony 

for 

The  House  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 

Regarding 

The  Wallisvillc  Lake  Project,  Texas 

by 

Frank  Fuller 

The  Texas  Center  for  Policy  Studies 

March  27.  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  on  behalf  of  the  Texas  Center  for  Policy  Studies.  I  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  on  funding  for  the  Wallisville  Lake  Project.   The 
Texas  Center  for  Policy  Studies  is  a  not-for-profit  organization  that  was  formed  in  1983  to 
provide  research  and  policy  analysis  services  to  a  variety  of  citizen  organizations.   This 
testimony  is  part  TCPS 'effort  to  promote  environmental  protection  through  sound  fiscal 
policy.   TCPS  believes  that  the  construction  of  Wallisvillc  Project  is  financially  imprudent 
and  could  have  dramatic,  negative  effects  on  the  Galveston  Bay  ecosystem,  which  is  the 
"Chesapeake  Bay"  of  the  Texas  Coast. 

The  proposed  reservoir  is  on  the  northern  edge  of  Galveston  Bay  in  the  Trinity  River 
Delta.     When  Congress  initially  authorized  the  project,  it  was  intended  to  be  a  multipurpose 
water  project    - —    supplying  water  for  municipal  use,  controlling  salinity  in  the  Trinity  River, 
enhancing  navigation,  providing  recreational  opportunity,  and  enhancing  fish  and  wildlife 
habitats. 

The  project  has  been  on  federal  life  support  since  construction  began  in  1966.    Despite 
attempts  by  the  Reagan,  Bush,  and  Clinton  Administrations  to  kill  the  project,  it  bangs  on. 
Nearly  three  decades  and  $35.4  million  later,  and  after  three  major  project  redesigns  and 
intermittent  construction,  the  Wallisville  Project  stands  only  40  percent  complete.    Many  of 
the  project's  more  expensive  elements,  including  the  construction  of  a  concrete  dam  and  the 
rehabihtation  of  navigation  locks,  have  yet  to  be  undertaken.    According  to  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  the  project  will  require  an  estimated  $3 1 .5  million  to  complete  and  cost 
$300,000  to  $400,000  annually  to  operate. 

The  Wallisville  Project's  goal  of  supplying  water  to  the  Houston  area  is  dubious. 
According  to  the  State  of  Texas'  water  planning  agency,  construction  of  the  Wallisville 
Project  will  add  only  ten  years  of  water  supply  for  certain  parts  of  the  Houston  area.    After 
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that,  Houston  will  likely  have  to  tap  into  the  vastly  undcmtilized  existing  reservoirs  of  East 
Texas.  East  Texas  reservoirs  can  supply  water  to  the  Houston  area  for  at  least  the  next  fifty 
years  and  negate  the  need  for  Wallisville.   Houston  remains  unwilling  to  pursue  alternative 
water  supplies  since  the  federal  government  continues  to  subsidize  the  construction  of  the 
WalUsviUe  Project. 

Although  TCPS  questions  the  wisdom  of  the  federal  government's  funding  an  entirely 
local  water  supply  project,  our  primary  concern  is  the  project's  effects  on  freshwater  inflow 
into  Galveston  Bay.   Galveston  Bay  is  the  state's  most  productive  estuary.    Its  commercial 
and  recreational  fisheries  are  valued  at  more  than  $100  million  annually.   Freshwater  inflow 
is  essential  to  maintaining  the  bay's  productivity.   When  freshwater  inflows  are  disrupted  or 
changed,  coastal  estuaries  suffer.   Texas  has  seen  dramatic  losses  of  estuarine  production 
because  of  reservoir  construction  and  the  subsequent  change  in  freshwater  inflow  regimes. 
For  example,  Sabine  Lake,  a  bay  in  the  Southeastern  comer  of  Texas,  experienced  a  total 
collapse  of  its  shrimp  fisheries  due  to  changes  in  inflow  patterns  after  the  completion  of  dams 
on  the  Sabine  River  in  1965  and  the  Neches  River  in  1966.  Thirty  years  later,  the  Sabine 
Lake  shrimp  fishery  has  yet  to  recover.   In  California,  San  Francisco  Bay  experienced  similar 
problems  when  fieshwater  diversions  resulted  in  a  dramatic  decline  in  the  bay's  productivity. 

Despite  requests  from  state  and  federal  natural  resource  agencies,  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  project's  local  sponsors  have  steadfastly  refused  to  evaluate  Wallisville 
effects  on  freshwater  inflow  and  bay  salinity  as  part  of  its  environmental  assessments.   The 
state  is  scheduled  to  complete  a  study  later  this  year  that  will  help  determine  Galveston  Bay's 
freshwater  inflow  needs.    In  addition,  the  state  is  currently  conducting  a  long-range  planning 
initiative  for  regional  water  supplies  called  the  Trans-Texas  Project.   Until  these  two  studies 
are  completed,  continued  funding  for  Wallisville  is  wasteful  at  best  and  destructive  at  worst. 

In  evaluating  this  project  for  funding,  TCPS  hopes  that  your  consideration  will  focus 
on  two  questions:   (1)  Why  should  taxpayers  in  Maine  or  California.  Mississippi  or  Florida 
pay  to  supply  the  city  of  Houston  with  water  that  it  can  obtain  elsewhere  from  existing 
sources?;  and  (2)  Why  should  those  same  taxpayers  subsidize  the  destruction  of  one  of  the 
nation's  most  valuable  estuaries?  Clearly,  your  constituents  know  the  answers  to  these  simple 
questions.  The  Texas  Center  for  Policy  Studies  urges  Congress  to  stop  funding  the 
Wallisville  Project. 

Again,  thank  you  for  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony. 
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Mr.  Rice.  Next  is  Councilman  Larry  Duncan  of  the  City  of  Dal- 
las. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Larry  Duncan.  I  am  a  city 
council  member  for  the  City  of  Dallas.  And  first  let  me  express  my 
appreciation,  as  well  as  that  of  the  entire  city  council  of  Dallas,  for 
your  continued  support  on  flood  control  projects  affecting  the  citi- 
zens of  Dallas  and  its  neighbors  as  well  as  the  Ray  Roberts  Lake 
Project. 

We  request  specifically  your  support  for  the  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  requested  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  continued  funding 
of  the  Upper  Trinity  Feasibility  Study,  the  Dallas  Floodway  Exten- 
sion, and  the  Lake  Ray  Roberts  Greenbelt.  The  requested  amount, 
$304,000,  $500,000  and  $3.5  million  respectively  are  very  impor- 
tant and  have  great  value  to  our  city  and  its  neighbors,  and  on  be- 
half of  our  citizens,  we  would  urge  you  to  consider  this  very  care- 
fully and  to  support  it. 

I  am  additionally  requesting  your  support  for  the  legislation  Mr. 
Rice  spoke  of  in  this  session  which  will  credit  the  City  of  Dallas 
for  funds  spent  on  construction  of  flood  control  projects  for  extend- 
ing the  Dallas  floodway.  This  was  part  of  the  1965  authorized  Fed- 
eral Flood  Control  Project. 

What  the  city  is  seeking  is  the  necessary  authorization  as  part 
of  the  flood  control  authorization  bill  and  absent  such  a  bill,  we 
specifically  request  that  this  be  included  in  the  bill  which  this  sub- 
committee will  report.  And  we  have  attached  the  proposed  lan- 
guage to  this  for  the  record. 

A  series  of  four  floods  occurred  in  the  period  from  1989  to  1992 
along  the  Upper  Trinity.  During  those  floods,  extensive  damage  re- 
sulted in  the  Rochester  park  area,  a  south  Dallas  residential  area 
and  to  the  city's  central  wastewater  treatment  plant.  Due  to  the 
immediacy  of  these  needs,  the  City  of  Dallas  authorized  the  con- 
struction of  a  levee  system  for  both  of  these  areas  and  these  two 
levees  are  integral  parts  of  the  1965  Federal  Flood  Control  Projects 
in  which  Federal  funds  would  have  paid  more  than  half  of  the  con- 
struction costs  if  the  project  had  been  funded  or  if  we  had  waited 
for  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Special  legislation  is  now  necessary  for  the  city  to  receive  credit 
for  the  cost  incurred  in  the  construction  of  these  two  levees. 

Let  me  depart  from  the  text  here  just  to  thank  the  Members  of 
the  committee  that  I  have  heard  of  your  opposition  to  dismember- 
ing the  Corps  of  Engineers,  to  remove  it  from  its  flood  work  along 
the  Trinity.  And  I  am  sure  this  is  true  of  cities  in  rural  areas  all 
over  the  country,  but  to  do  that  would  be  devastating,  as  Congress- 
man Frost  pointed  out,  to  both  Fort  Worth  and  Dallas.  And,  again, 
thank  you  for  your  opposition  to  that.  That  is  one  we  have  to  take 
care  of. 
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And  we  thank  you  for  providing  us  with  this  opportunity  to  tes- 
tify before  you  as  a  subcommittee.  I  urge  your  careful  consideration 
and  approval  of  the  full  funding  of  the  administration's  budget  re- 
quest necessary  for  these  projects;  as  well  as  your  support  of  legis- 
lation that  would  provide  for  the  City  of  Dallas  to  receive  credit  for 
the  cost  incurred  in  the  construction  of  two  levees.  Your  support  is 
needed  and  greatly  appreciated. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Duncan  follows:] 
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Statement  of  the 
City  of  Dallas 

TO  THE 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

March  23, 1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee 
My  name  is  Larry  Duncan  and  I  am  Councilman  for  the  City  of 
Dallas,  Texas.  Let  me  express  my  appreciation,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
Dallas  City  Council,  for  your  continued  support  for  the  flood  control 
projects  affecting  the  citizens  of  Dallas  and  its  neighbors,  as  well  as 
for  the  Ray  Roberts  Lake  Project. 

I  request  your  support  of  the  fiscal  year  1 996  budget 
requested  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  continued  funding  of  The 
Upper  Trinity  Feasibility  Study,  The  Dallas  Floodway  Extension  and  the 
Lake  Ray  Roberts  Greenbelt.  The  requested  $304,000  for  The  Upper 
Trinity  Feasibility  Study,  the  requested  $500,000  for  The  Dallas 
Floodway  Extension  projects  and  the  requested  $3,500,000  for  the 
Lake  Ray  Roberts  Greenbelt  are  very  important  and  have  great  value 
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TO  THE  City  of  Dallas.  On  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  Dallas,  I  would  like 

TO  URGE  your  CAREFUL  CONSIDERATION  AND  APPROVAL  OF  THESE  REQUESTS. 

Funding  of  this  work  provides  for  flood  protection,  water  supply  and 
recreation  for  current  as  well  as  future  citizens  of  dallas. 

i  am  also  requesting  your  support  of  legislation  this  session 
which  will  credit  the  city  of  dallas  for  funds  spent  on  construction 
of  flood  control  projects  that  are  part  of  the  1 965  authorized 

FEDERAL  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT  FOR  EXTENDING  THE  DALLAS  FLOODWAY. 

The  City  of  Dallas  is  seeking  the  necessary  authorization  as  part  of  the 

FLOOD  control  AUTHORIZATION  BILL.  ABSENT  SUCH  A  BILL,  THE  CiTY  REQUESTS 

this  be  included  in  the  bill  which  this  subcommittee  will  report, 
attached  is  proposed  language. 

a  series  of  four  floods  occurred  in  the  period  from  1989  to 
1992,  along  the  upper  trinity  river.  during  these  floods,  extensive 
damage  resulted  in  the  rochester  park  area,  a  residential  area  in 
southeast  dallas,  and  to  the  city's  central  wastewater  treatment 
Plant.  Due  to  immediate  needs  to  provide  flood  protection  for  the 
areas  flooded.  the  city  of  dallas  authorized  the  construction  of  a 

levee  SYSTEM  FOR  THE  ROCHESTER  PARK  AREA  AND  FOR  THE  CENTRAL 

Wastewater  Treatment  Plant.  Both  of  these  levees  are  basic  elements 
of  the  1 965  authorized  federal  flood  control  projects.  in  which 
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FEDERAL  FUNDS  WOULD  HAVE  PAID  FOR  A  SIGNIFICANT  SHARE  (MORE  THAN  50%) 
OF  THE  CONSTRUCTION,  IF  THE  PROJECT  HAD  BEEN  FUNDED.  OR  IF  THE  CiTY  HAD 
ELECTED  TO  WAIT  FOR  THE  COMPLETION  OF  THE  DALLAS  FLOODWAY  EXTENSION 

STUDY.  Special  legislation  is  now  necessary  for  the  City  to  receive 
credit  for  the  cost  incurred  in  the  construction  of  these  two  levees. 

Additionally,  we  are  concerned  about  proposals  to  limit  the 
Corps  local  flood  control  responsibility  and  involvement,  according 
TO  reports,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  focus  on  "regional"  or 
interstate  flooding  issues  and  would  severely  curtail  or  cease  its 

INVOLVEMENT  IN  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  LIKE  THE  DALLAS  FLOODWAY 

Extension.  We  believe  that  this  move  is  premature,  and  should  be 
carefully  studied.  the  great  work  the  corps  of  engineers  performs 

associated  WITH  FLOOD  CONTROL  ISSUES  IS  VITAL  TO  THE  DALLAS  AREA. 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  the 
Subcommittee.  I  urge  your  careful  consideration  and  approval  of  full 

FUNDING  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  THESE  NECESSARY 
projects,  as  WELL  AS  YOUR  SUPPORT  OF  LEGISLATION  THAT  WOULD  PROVIDE 

FOR  THE  City  of  Dallas  to  receive  credit  for  the  cost  incurred  in  the 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  TWO  LEVEES.  YpUR  SUPPORT  IS  NEEDED  AND  IS  GREATLY 
APPRECIATED. 
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Mr.  Rice.  Mr.  Chairman,  another  Member  of  Congress  has  joined 
us,  Congresswoman  Jackson  Lee. 

Ms.  Jackson  Lee.  Thank  you  very  much.  Thank  you  very  much. 
Good  morning  to  each  and  every  one  of  you,  and  I  particularly 
come  gratified  to  have  the  opportunity  to  share  with  you  recogniz- 
ing the  commitment  that  all  of  us  have  made  in  the  United  States 
Congress  to  be  cognizant  of  budget  concerns  and  certainly  reducing 
the  deficit.  But  I  come  firsthand  as  a  former  member  of  the  city 
council  of  the  City  of  Houston  to  support  the  Wallisville  Saltwater 
Barrier  project,  which  we  believe  will  be  completed  in  fiscal  year 
1998  and  has  been  authorized  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for 
a  $5  million  allotment  to  keep  it  on  line  to  add  to  the  improvement 
of  a  very  serious  concern  in  our  larger  Metroplex  area — that  is  to 
assist  the  Houston  Metroplex,  along  with  surrounding  commu- 
nities, any  number  of  them.  You  will  be  receiving  a  joint  letter 
from  the  Texas  delegation  in  the  area  that  is  included  in  this  par- 
ticular project  to  move  us  to  surface  water. 

This  is  a  project  that  the  communities  have  worked  on  for  a 
number  of  years.  In  fact,  let  me  specifically  say  as  a  member  of  the 
council,  we  have  worked  to  ensure  that  we  had  more  friends  for 
this  project  than  we  had  enemies.  And  that  means  that  there  were 
times  that  we  had  to  review,  in  particular,  the  environmental  con- 
cerns and  we  made  a  special  effort  to  ensure  the  protection  of  wet- 
lands, for  example,  to  balance  the  combination  of  the  needs  of  the 
environment  with  a  great  deal  of  reason  to  the  needs  of  our  water 
concerns  as  it  relates  to  our  population. 

One  of  the  concerns,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  think  is  important  is 
that  we  have  very  few  alternatives  in  this  area  and  that  this 
project  would  make  us  water-ready,  if  you  will,  up  to  the  year  2030. 
Without  it,  we  fall  far  short.  Our  population  is  growing.  We  are 
surrounded,  the  City  of  Houston,  by  many  other  smaller  cities  and 
unincorporated  areas  that  rely  upon  this  funding.  And  if,  for  exam- 
ple, we  are  not  granted  and  not  allowed  to  move  forward,  what  we 
will  see  happening  is  really  a  regression  to  the  efforts  that  have 
been  made.  Houston,  in  particular,  has  over  the  last  five  years  en- 
gaged in  a  major  wastewater  and  sewer  rehabilitation  project. 

And  I  think  you  have  heard  from  Mr.  Fred  Perrenot,  who  has 
been  one  of  the  guiding  forces  of  that  particular  program  and 
project,  along  with  of  course  the  former  mayor  of  the  City  of  Hous- 
ton and  our  present  mayor.  Mayor  Bob  Lanier.  And  so  I — some- 
times in  law  you  say  you  come  with  unclean  hands — I  come  with 
clean  hands  and  knowledgeable  hands  having  literally  sat  at  the 
council  table,  fighting  this  issue  and  trying  to  do  it  both  fiscally  re- 
sponsibly but  as  well  recognizing  where  this  large  area  has  to  go 
over  the  next  10  to  20  years. 

I  would  ask  for  the  consideration  of  this  committee  to  the  extent 
that  this  project,  it  has  crossed  all  the  "T's"  and  dotted  all  the  "Fs", 
and  what  we  are  trying  to  do,  one  with  the  dollars  that  we  have 
to  expend,  but  as  well  with  where  we  are  trying  to  move  commu- 
nities and  use  Federal  dollars  in  a  partnership,  in  a  matching  sce- 
nario so  that  they  can  be  better  prepared  for  the  21st  century. 

I  would  like,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  ensure  that  my  remarks  can  be 
revised  and  extended  and  that  I  will  submit  a  written  text.  This 
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is  a  summarization  of  my  remarks  and  would  be  happy  to  answer 
any  questions. 
[The  statement  of  Ms.  Jackson  Lee  follows:] 
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REMARKS  OF  CONGRESSWOMAN  SHEILA  JACKSON  LEE 
BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  ENERGY 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE, 

I  AM  PLEASED  TO  TESTIFY  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  WALLISVILLE  SALTWATER 
BARRIER  PROJECT.   FOR  SEVERAL  YEARS,  THIS  PROJECT  HAS  RECEIVED 
FUNDING  FROM  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT.   IT  IS  ESTIMATED  THAT  THE 
WALLISVILLE  PROJECT  WILL  NEED  $5  MILLION  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1996  TO 
BE  ABLE  TO  AWARD  THE  LAST  MAJOR  CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACT. 
WHEN  COMPLETED,  THE  PROJECT  WILL  GUARANTEE  FOUR  MILLION  GULF 
COAST  RESIDENTS  A  CONTINUING  SUPPLY  OF  DRINKING  WATER.   AFTER  THE 
PROJECT  IS  COMPLETED,  THE  LOCAL  COMMUNITIES  WOULD  HAVE  PROVIDED 
66%  OF  THE  TOTAL  COSTS  OF  THE  PROJECT. 

THIS  PROJECT  WILL  HAVE  A  MAJOR  IMPACT  ON  MY  CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT.   THUS,  I  AM  PLEASED  THAT  SEVERAL  INDIVIDUALS  FROM  THE 
HOUSTON  AREA,  WHO  WORK  CLOSELY  WITH  THE  PROJECT,  HAVE  COME  TO 
TESTIFY  BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  PROJECT. 
OVER  THE  YEARS,  THE  PROJECT  HAS  RECEIVED  CONSIDERABLE  SUPPORT 
FROM  THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS,  THE  TRINITY  VALLEY  AUTHORITY, 
THE  CITY  OF  HOUSTON  AND  THE  HARRIS  COUNTY/GALVESTON  COASTAL 
DISTRICT. 

,  I  ALSO  BELIEVE  THAT  IT  IS  IMPORTANT  THAT  THE  PROJECT  DOES 
NOT  UNDULY  BtJRDEN  OUR  EFFORTS  TO  MAINTAIN  A  QUALITY  ENVIRONMENT 
IN  THE  HOUSTON  AREA.   THUS,  OVER  THE  YEARS,  I  AM  PLEASED  THAT  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES  SURROUNDING  THE  WALLISVILLE  SALTWATER 
BARRIER  PROJECT  HAVE  BEEN  REVIEWED  AND  MITIGATED  BY  THE  VARIOUS 
GOVERNMENTAL  ENTITIES  INVOLVED. 
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I  HOPE  THAT  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY 
WILL  CAREFULLY  CONSIDER  THIS  PROJECT  AND  SUPPORT  FUNDING  IN  THE 
AMOUNT  OF  $5  MILLION.   THANK  YOU  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SPEAK  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 
PROJECT . 
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Mr.  Chapman,  We  will  make  your  prepared  statement  a  part  of 
the  record. 

The  Chairman,  in  case  you  were  wondering,  I  have  not  been  pro- 
moted but  the  Chairman  has  been  gracious  enough  with  a  room 
full  of  Texans  to  at  least  allow  me  to  turn  his  microphone  on  and 
off  and  speak  a  little  bit,  and  even  handed  me  his  hammer. 

Ms.  Jackson  Lee.  In  true  bipartisan  spirit. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Let  me  thank  the  gentlelady  for  her  statement. 
But  I  wanted,  in  case  you  were  called  away,  I  wanted  this  delega- 
tion to  know  how  much  the  Texas  delegation  appreciated  your  lead- 
ership. 

How  you  have,  even  as  a  first-term  Member  of  Congress,  not  only 
hit  the  ground  running  but  done  so  effectively.  The  leadership  that 
you  provide  for  your  community  and  that  leadership  is  going  to  af- 
fect positively  for  the  Trinity  River  Basin.  As  a  member  of  this  sub- 
committee for  a  long  number  of  years,  I  am  glad  you  are  where  you 
are  and  appreciate  the  good  job  that  you  have  done  on  behalf  of 
your  constituents  in  that  district.  It  extends  all  the  way  up  to  my 
district  so  we  appreciate  your  leadership  there  and  thank  you  for 
your  statement.  And  not  to  interrupt,  I  know  that  you  will  go  for- 
ward. 

Mr.  Rice.  Mr.  Gary  Skaggs. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  Mr.  Chairman,  Members,  I  am  Gary  Skaggs,  Chair- 
man of  the  Trinity  River  Steering  Committee  at  the  North  Central 
Texas  Council  of  Governments.  On  behalf  of  the  nine  cities,  three 
counties,  and  two  special  districts  participating  in  the  Upper  Trin- 
ity River  Feasibility  Study,  the  Nation's  largest  cost-shared 
interjurisdictional  study;  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address 
the  committee  during  your  deliberations  on  the  fiscal  year  1996 
Federal  appropriations. 

We  are  present  before  the  committee  to  express  our  support  of 
the  administration's  budget  request  for  $304,000  for  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  Upper  Trinity  River  Feasibility  Study.  The 
Trinity  River  is  the  common  thread  connecting  over  4  million  resi- 
dents of  the  Nation's  largest  inland  metropolitan  area  and  it  re- 
mains the  single  most  important  resource  to  that  area.  Since  the 
initiation  of  the  study  in  1990,  we  have  created  important  products 
and  implemented  significant  floodplain  management  policies  result- 
ing in  improved  floodplain  management  practices. 

In  fact,  over  the  last  four-and-a-half  years,  detailed  mapping, 
new  computer  flood  damage  assessment  models,  corridor  develop- 
ment certificate,  the  CDC  process,  and  the  preliminary  analysis  of 
diverse  alternative  measures  have  been  developed  and  produced. 

Together  with  the  State  of  Texas,  through  the  Texas  Water  De- 
velopment Board,  the  participating  members  have  contributed  $4 
million  to  this  study.  We  have  identified  over  22,000  homes  and 
141  million  square  feet  of  commercial  and  industrial  floor  space 
where  risk  of  many  lives  as  the  potential  loss  due  to  floodings  in 
the  Dallas  area. 

We  are  committed  to  ensuring  that  our  efforts  avoid  these  cata- 
strophic consequences  and  that  positive  returns  are  made  on  the 
investments  that  we  have  made  to  today. 

Through  the  aggressive  public  involvement  efforts  resulting  in 
receipt  of  many  recommendations  from  both  the  public  and  the 
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local  governnicnts,  we  have  now  amassed  a  set  of  nearly  90  alter- 
native measures  addressing  congressional  mandates.  That  is  the 
structural  and  nonstructural  food  damage,  water  quality,  environ- 
mental enhancement,  recreation  and  other  allied  purposes  includ- 
ing transportation. 

During  the  last  three  years,  we  have  conducted  a  series  of  public 
meetings  and  workshops  throughout  the  region  to  keep  the  region 
apprised  of  the  study's  progress  and  to  solicit  alternative  measures 
to  consider  in  the  study.  These  efforts  have  already  led  to  the  pro- 
duction of  the  Upper  Trinity  River  information  report,  a  cost-bene- 
fit analysis  which  was  recently  produced  and  released  to  the  public. 

The  study's  executive  committee  has  also  approved  two  projects 
for  implementation:  The  Dalhoma  Trail  and  the  FEMA  regulatory 
modeling  and  mapping  project.  Given  the  results  generated  by  this 
effort,  the  Trinity  River  Corridor  Steering  Committee  recommends 
the  continuation  of  the  funds  for  the  feasibility  study  and  the  con- 
clusion of  this  project. 

With  the  continued  Federal  participation  through  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  which  we  have  talked  about  this  morning,  we  can  look 
forward  with  optimism  toward  achieving  the  ultimate  common  vi- 
sion for  the  Trinity  River  area. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Skaggs  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  TME 

NORTH  CENTRAL  TEXAS  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  23.  1995 

Mr  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee!  I  am  Gary  Skaggs,  Chaimnan  of  the  Trinity  River 
Steering  Committee  at  the  North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Govemments    On  behalf  of  the  9  cities.  3 
counties,  and  2  special  districts  participating  in  the  Upper  Trinity  River  Feasibility  Study,  the  nation's 
largest  cost-shared  interjurisdictional  study.  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Committee 
during  your  deliberations  on  the  FVSe  federal  appropriations.  We  are  present  before  the  Committee  to 
express  our  support  of  the  Administration's  budget  request  of  $304,000  tor  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers'  (USAGE)  Upper  Trinity  River  Feasibility  Study  in  the  FY90  federal  appropriations  bill    The 
Trinity  River  is  the  common  thread  connecting  over  4  million  residents  of  the  nation's  largest  inland 
metropolitan  area  and  it  remains  as  the  single  most  important  resource  to  the  area.  Because  of  its 
significance,  I  will  highlight  the  progress  of  the  Feasibility  Study  and  outline  the  remaining  efforts  and 
needs  associated  with  this  important  regional  program. 

(1)  The  Upper  Trinity  River  Feacibility  Study  has  projected  that  over  22,000  homes  would  be 
flooded  and  141  million  square  feet  of  commercial  and  industrial  floor  space  that  would  be 
damaged  with  untold  loss  of  life,  and  paints  a  graphic  picture  of  the  potential  catastrophic  losses 
incurred  by  flooding  in  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  Metroplcx.  The  detailed  flood  analyses  for  the 
Standard  Project  Flood  (SPF)  serve  to  valUJate  previous  predictions  of  flooding  magnitudes  in  the  Upper 
Tnnlty  River  Basin.  The  Feasibility  Study  has  developed  many  sophisticated  computer  modeling  tools 
based  on  new  detailed  topographical  and  topological  mapping  that  now  provide  unique  capabilities  in 
analyzing  the  floodplain.  In  addition  to  these,  our  cooperative  effort  has  resulted  in  the  implementation 
of  a  uniform  set  of  floodplain  development  criteria  by  the  local  governments  along  the  Trinity  River  in  the 
Metroplex    This  uniform  criteria,  known  as  the  Corridor  Development  Certificate  (CDC)  Process,  is 
designed  to  stabilize  the  existing  level  of  flood  risk  of  the  Trinity  River.  Flood  risk  stabilization  is 
enhanced  through  establishing  this  floodplain  development  cnteria  which  includes  no  loss  of  valley 
storage  in  the  100-year  floodplain,  a  maximum  allowable  valley  storage  loss  in  the  Standard  Project 
floodplain  of  five  percent,  maximum  allowable  velocities,  no  allowable  loss  In  conveyance,  requirements 
roi  eiuaiuii  <iiHJ  »«Uiiiienl  cuiitruis,  and  a  peer  pressure  system  or  regional  review  and  comment.  Given 
the  magnitude  of  potential  flood  damages  and  the  significant  progress  already  being  made  toward 
solutions,  a  positive  conclusion  to  this  study  is  neariy  at  hand. 

(2)  The  9  cities.  3  counties,  and  2  special  districte  participating  in  this  major  regional  effort  are 
doing  their  part.  Together  with  the  SUte  of  Texas,  through  the  Texas  Water  Development  Board, 
they  have  contributed  (4  million  and  a  lot  of  blood,  sweat  and  tears  mto  this  Study  as  it 
progresses  forward  to  a  logical  and  expected  conclusion.  The  Upper  Tnnity  River  Feasibility  Study 
is  an  outstanding  example  of  a  cooperative  governmental  partnership  that  has  generated  many  positive 
results.  This  cooperative.  inteQurisdictional  effort  includes  significant  state  and  local  government 
involvement  and  financial  contributions  of  (4  million.  The  participatir>g  local  governments  have 
continually  demor\strated  their  support  by  contnt>uting  to  the  success  of  the  Feasibility  Study  with 
financial  commitments  and  cooperative  efforts.  We  are  very  appreciative  of  the  State  of  Texas  through 
the  Texas  Water  Development  Board  for  their  recognition  of  the  importance  of  regional  planning  and 
floodplain  management,  reflected  by  their  partiapation  and  substantive  financial  contribution  to  the 
Feasibility  Study.  Collectively,  we  are  committed  to  insuring  that  our  efforts  generate  a  positive  return  on 
those  investments  and  meet  our  objectives. 

Since  the  initiation  of  this  study  in  1 990,  we  have  (Produced  many  important  products  and  implemented 
significant  floodplain  management  policies  resulting  in  Improved  floodplain  management  practices    The 
execution  of  this  Feasibility  Study  has  been  an  important  component  of  NCTCOG's  COMMON  VISION 
program    The  COMMON  VISION  Program's  objective  for  the  Trinity  River  Corridor  is  to  achieve  a  Safe. 
Clean,  Natural,  Enjoyable  and  Diverse  river  corridor.  These  objectives  are  consistent  with  the  Feasibility 
Study's  authorization  that  directed  the  effort  to  find  solutions  that  address  flood  damage  reduction,  water 
quality,  environmental  enhancement  and  recreation.  Over  the  last  four  and  a  half  years,  detailed 
floodplain  mapping,  new  computer  flood  damage  assessment  models,  the  Corridor  Development 
Certificate  (CDC)  process,  and  the  preliminary  anolysis  of  diverse  alternative  measures  have  been 
developed  and  produced. 
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(3)  Through  aggras«iv«  public  involv«m«nt  •fforts  resuiting  in  the  racaipt  of  many 
recommendations  from  th«  public  and  thair  local  govammanU,  we  have  amassed  a  set  of  nearly 
90  alternative  measure*  addressing  the  Congressional  mandates  —  structural  and  nonstructural 
flood  damage  reduction,  water  quality,  environmental  enhancement,  recreation,  and  other  allied 
purposes  including  transportation.  Ounng  the  last  three  years,  we  have  conducted  a  series  of  public 
meetings  and  workshops  to  Iceep  the  region  apprised  of  the  study's  progress  and  to  solicit  ideas 
regaiTling  possible  altematlve  measures  to  consider  in  the  study.  These  efforts  have  lead  to  the 
production  of  Th0  Upper  Trinity  River  Information  Report-  A  Cost  -  Benefit  Analysis  which  was  recently 
released  to  the  public.  This  document  presents  the  findings  of  the  analyses  of  nearly  ninety  altematlve 
measures  so  that  local  project  sponsors  can  be  identified    The  alternative  measures  identified  include 
comprehensive  flood  warning  improvements,  traditional  structural  flood  control  projects  such  as 
channels,  levees,  and  detention  basins.  Innovative  non-structural  projects  such  as  floodplaln  relocation 
and  floodproofing.  habitat  and  water  quality-related  wet  detention  basins,  environmental  restoration 
projects  such  as  wetland  creation  and  hpanan  habitat  restoration,  and  numerous  active  and  passive  park 
and  recreation  projects  including  a  regional  greenway  and  trail  system.  As  local  project  sponsors  are 
identified,  single  or  multiple  purpose  project  Imptementation  plans  will  be  developed  and  evaluated  in 
great  detail  to  determine  final  feasibility.  Additional  public  involvement  activities  are  being  initiated  to 
facilitate  the  Identification  of  project  sponsors.  Local  sporuor  commitments  for  approved  project 
implementation  plans  are  expected  to  be  received  early  this  summer. 

The  Study's  Executive  Committee  has  already  approved  two  project  implementation  plans:  the  Dalhoma 
Trail  and  the  FEMA  Regulatory  Modeling  and  Mapping  project.  The  Dalhoma  Trail  project  is  intended  to 
connect  the  City  of  Dallas  with  the  Oklahoma  border  with  over  an  approximately  120  mile  long  multi-use 
recreation  trail  and  represents  a  major  component  of  the  regional  greenway  and  trail  system.  The  FEMA 
project  Is  intended  to  produce  a  comprehensive  regulatory  model  of  the  Trinity  River  to  replace  the 
cuirenl  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency's  (FEMA)  floodplaln  models  In  use.  The  completion  of 
this  modal  will  provide  the  region  and  PEMA  with  a  comprehensive  floodplaln  model  for  use  in  floodplam 
management  Issues  such  as  the  previously  mentioned  CDC  Process. 

(4)  Ironically,  just  as  we've  developed  a  sat  of  alternatives  outlining  a  range  of  actiorw  that  the 
local  governmenu  are  considering  for  ImplemenUtlon  and  thereby  demonstrating  their 
commitment  as  stewards  of  the  river,  our  federal  partner  may  not  be  able  to  live  up  to  their  end  of 
the  bargain.  The  USACE  plays  an  important  role  In  local  floodplain  management.  In  fact,  without  the 
USAGE'S  long-standing  role  and  Involvement  In  floodplain  issues,  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program 
(NFIP)  would  have  been  very  ineffective.  At  this  time,  there  does  not  exist  a  coherent  and 
comprehensive  national  policy  that  satisfies  the  ohginal  objective  of  the  NFIP   The  USAGE'S  ability  to 
provide  technical  services  helps  the  local  governments  solve  the  complex  interjurisdictional  floodplaln 
problems  that  exist  nationally.  A  reduction  in  the  USAGE'S  active  role  in  floodplain  management  will  hurt 
current  efforts  in  mitigating  flood  damages  across  the  country.  The  continued  USACE  participation  in 
state,  regional  and  local  floodplain  management  issues  is  in  the  best  national  interest. 

I  encourage  the  Committee  to  carefully  assess  cun-ent  governmental  reorganization  and  budget 
reduction  efforts  associated  with  important  federal  programs  and  services  like  cost-shared  Feasibility 
Studies.  The  Administration  is  cunrently  reviewing  the  role  and  function  of  the  USACE  In  providing 
technical  assistance  on  issues  affecting  local  and  regional  waterways.  If  the  Administration's  F^96 
t>udget  is  not  modified,  the  USACE  would  not  t>e  able  to  continue  to  address  important  regional  and  local 
flood  damage  reduction  Issues,  one  of  the  major  functions  that  historically  defined  the  USAGE'S  national 
role.  The  Steenng  Committee  urges  the  careful  consideration  of  such  discretionary  budget  reduction 
actions  which  may  have  major  unforeseen  negative  Impacts. 

Given  the  positive  results  generated  by  this  important  regional  effort,  the  Trinity  River  Corridor  Steering 
Committee  recommends  the  continuation  of  federal  funds  for  the  Feasibility  Study.  Signlflcant 
governmental  investment  has  t>een  made  into  this  study  which  should  t>e  allowed  to  continue  through  the 
project  implementation  phase.  We  urge  Congress  to  continue  to  fund  cost-shared  projects  within  major 
urt>an  areas  for  implementation.  As  cosponsors  of  the  nation's  largest  Interjurisdictional  effort  toward 
multi-objective  floodplain  management,  we  are  pleased  to  be  able  to  report  our  cooperative  successes 
as  we  near  the  completion  of  study.  With  this  record  and  continued  federal  participation,  we  can  look 
forward  with  optimism  toward  achieving  a  'COMMON  VISION*  for  the  Trinity  River. 
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Mr.  Rice.  Mr.  Jim  Oliver. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Mr.  Oliver,  if  I  may,  we  appreciate  and  look  for- 
ward to  the  testimony.  We  are  running  short  of  time.  All  the  state- 
ments will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  if  you  can  summarize 
those,  that  would  be  helpful;  we  want  to  make  sure  that  everyone 
gets  heard  and  no  one  gets  short-shrifted  here. 

Mr.  Oliver.  I  am  general  manager  of  the  Tarrant  County  Water 
District.  We  are  the  supplier  of  water  for  Tarrant  County  and  oper- 
ate the  flood  control  system  through  Fort  Worth.  We  are  very  in- 
volved in  this  study,  particularly  the  water  supply  portion  of  it.  We 
would  be  a  potential  local  sponsor  of  any  projects  in  Tarrant  Coun- 
ty and  we  support  the  funding  and  appreciate  your  time. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Oliver  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

TARRANT  COUNTY  WATER  CONTROL  AND  IMPROVEMENT  DISTRICT  NUMBER  ONE 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRL^TIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  23. 1995 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

MY  NAME  IS  JIM  OLIVER  AND  I  AM  THE  GENERAL  MANAGER  OF  TARRANT 
COUNTY  WATER  CONTROL  AND  IMPROVEMENT  DISTRICT  NUMBER  ONE.  OUR  DISTRICT 
OPERATES  THE  FOUR  MAJOR  WATER  SUPPLY  RESERVOIRS  THAT  SUPPLY  THE  CITIES  OF 
FORT  WORTH,  ARLINGTON  AND  MOST  OF  TARRANT  COUNTY  ALONG  WITH  PORTIONS  OF 
NINE  OUTLYING  COUNTIES.  WE  ALSO  OPERATE  AND  MAINTAIN  THE  FORT  WORTH 
FLOODWAY.  ALONG  THE  WEST  AND  CLEAR  FORKS  OF  THE  TRINITY  RTVER  THROUGH 
FORT  WORTH. 

WE  COME  HERE  TODAY  TO  TESTIFY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  CONTINUED  APPROPRIATIONS 
TO  THE  FORT  WORTH  DISTRICT  OF  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS.  THE  FORT  WORTH 
DISTRICT  IS  CURRENTLY  IN  YEAR  FIVE  OF  A  SIX  YEAR.  EIGHT  MILLION  DOLLAR 
FEASIBILITY  STUDY.  THIS  STUDY  IS  EVALUATING  SEVERAL  STRUCTURAL  FLOOD 
CONTROL  ALTERNATIVES  WHICH  HAVE  BEEN  PREVIOUSLY  IDENTIFIED  AS  NECESSARY 
TO  MAINTAIN  THE  ORIGINAL  DESIGNED  LEVEL  OF  FLOOD  PROTECTION  PROVIDED  BY 
THE  FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY. 
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THIS  STUDY  HAS  REACHED  A  MOST  CRITICAL  POfNT  IN  ITS  PROCESS.  LOCAL 
INTERESTS  ARE  CURRENTLY  EVALUATING  THE  FLOOD  CONTROL  MEASURES  WHICH 
HAVE  BEEN  PRELIMINARILY  IDENTIFIED  AS  ECONOMICALLY  FEASIBLE.  THESE 
POTENTIAL  LOCAL  SPONSORS  INCLUDE  THE  TARRANT  COUNTY  WATER  DISTRICT.  AS 
EARLY  AS  THIS  SUMMER.  OUR  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  WILL  CONSIDER  PARTICIPATION  IN 
ADDITIONAL  COST  SHARING  FOR  THE  FINAL  PHASE  OF  THIS  STUDY.  THIS  WOULD  BE  A 
SIGNIFICANT  FINANCL\L  COMMITMENT  BY  OUR  ORGANIZATION  AND  COULD  LEAD  TO  US 
ULTIMATELY  SERVING  AS  THE  LOCAL  SPONSOR  FOR  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE 
FEASIBLE  FLOOD  CONTROL  IMPROVEMENTS  WITHIN  THE  FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY. 

OUR  COMMUNITY  TAKES  CONSIDERABLE  PRIDE  IN  THE  INVESTMENT  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  MADE  IN  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  FORT  WORTH 
FLOODWAY.  THE  LEADERSHIP  IN  OUR  COMMUNITY  ALSO  RECOGNIZES  THE  NEED  TO 
MAINTAIN  THESE  IMPORTANT  FLOOD  CONTROL  FACILITIES. 

CONTINUED  DEVELOPMENT  IN  THE  REGION  HAS  MADE  THIS  EXTENSIVE  EFFORT 
TO  REVIEW  THE  EXISTING  FLOODWAY  NECESSARY.  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAVE 
DETERMINED  THAT  CHANGES  IN  HYDRAULIC  CONDITIONS  AS  WELL  AS  HYDROLOGIC, 
RISK  AND  FREQUENCY  ASSUMPTIONS  HAVE  INDICATED  THAT  THE  EXISTING  FLOODWAY 
NO  LONGER  PROVIDES  THE  DESIGNED  LEVEL  OF  FLOOD  PROTECTION.  THIS 
COMPREHENSIVE  STUDY  INDICATES  PRELI^IINARILY  THAT  ADDITIONAL  IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE  NECESSARY  AND  ECONOMICALLY  FEASIBLE. 
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IT  IS  VERY  CRITICAL  THAT  COMPLETION  OF  THE  UPPER  TRIKITY  RIVER 
FEASIBILITY  STUDY  CONTINUE  TO  BE  A  PRIORITY  FUNDING  ISSUE  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 
WE  APPRECIATE  THE  CONSIDERATION  THAT  THIS  SUBCONfMITTEE  HAS  GIVEN  THIS 
PROJECT  IN  THE  PAST  AND  ANTICIPATE  THE  RESULTS  OF  THIS  STUDY  WILL  IMPACT 
FLOOD  CONTROL  PLANNING  IN  ONE  OF  OUR  NATIONS  MORE  POPULATED  AREAS  WELL 
INTO  THE  NEXT  CENTURY.  THANK.  YOU. 
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Mr.  Rice.  Our  last  speaker  is  Mr.  Jeff  Winter. 

Mr.  Winter.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  committee,  I  too 
will  submit  my  written  statement  and  I  will  keep  this  brief. 

I  am  Jeff  Winter  with  the  Port  of  Liberty,  the  port  director  there. 
And  I  would  like  to  suggest  the  continuation  of  support  on 
Wallisville  along  with  the  other  members  of  our  group  here  today. 
The  additional  $5  million  for  the  construction  of  Wallisville  is  very 
important  to  the  Port  of  Liberty  and  our  navigation. 

I  also  want  to  ask  for  a  continued  $1.27  million  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  Lower  Trinity  River  for  the  Port  of  Liberty. 
This  is  a  very  important  project  to  us.  And  off  the  written  testi- 
mony, I  would  like  to  say  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  very  im- 
portant to  the  future  of  the  Port  of  Liberty  and  keeping  them  in 
State.  Working  on  projects  is  very  important  to  us. 

But  I  thank  you  for  your  time  and  appreciate  it. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Winter  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

PORT  OF  UBERT/ 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  23.  1995 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

MY  NAME  IS  JEFF  WINTER  AND  I  AM  TESTIFYING  TODAY  AS  ACTING 
MANAGER  OF  THE  PORT  OF  LIBERTY  COMMISSION. 

MAINTENANCE  DREDGING  OF  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  FROM  OUR  PORT  AT 
RIVER  MILE  45  TO  THE  OPEN  WATER  OF  TRINITY  BAY  AND  THE  HOUSTON 
SHIP  CHANNEL  IS  ONE  OF  THE  HIGHEST  PRIORITIES  OF  OUR  COMMISSION. 
THIS  COMMITTEE  HAS  SUPPORTED  OUR  REQUESTS  FOR  MAINTENANCE 
FUNDING  IN  YEARS  PAST,  AND  IN  SO  DOING  HAS  PLAYED  AN  EXTREMELY 
POSITIVE  ROLE  IN  SUSTAINING  THE  ECONOMIC  VITALITY  OF  THE  LOWER 
TRINITY  RIVER  VALLEY. 

THROUGH  THE  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  THE  GALVESTON  DISTRICT  OF 
THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAS  EXPRESSED  THE  CAPABILITY  TO 
EXPEND  $1,270,000  FOR  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  ACTIVITY  ALONG 
THE  LOWER  TRINITY  RIVER  AND  WE  AGAIN  REQUEST  YOUR  SUPPORT  FOR 
THIS  APPROPRIATION.   THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAS  DEVELOPED  AN 
INNOVATIVE  METHOD  OF  DISPOSING  OF  DREDGE  SPOIL  MATERIAL  IN  DEEP 
HOLES  IN  THE  RIVER  RATHER  THAN  THE  TRADITIONAL  METHOD  OF 
DISPOSAL  ON  THE  RIVER  BANK.   WE  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  WORKING  WITH 
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THE  CORPS  TO  DETERMINE  IF  THIS  IS  A  FEASIBLE  ALTERNATIVE  FOR  THE 
LOWER  TRINITY  RIVER. 

THE  WALLISVILLE  SALTWATER  BARRIER  REMAINS  A  HIGH  PRiORITy  OF 
THE  PORT  OF  LIBERTY  COMMISSION.   THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAS 
EXPRESSED  A  CAPABILITY  TO  EXPEND  $5,000,000  DURING  THE  COMING 
YEAR  FOR  CONTINUED  CONSTRUCTION  ON  THIS  MOST  IMPORTANT  SALINITY 
CONTROL  PROJECT.   WITH  CONTINUED  FUNDING  WALLISVILLE  WILL  BE 
COMPLETED  IN  LATE  1997  AND  ONLY  THEN  WILL  THE  LOWER  TRINITY 
CITIZENS  BE  ABLE  TO  REALIZE  ITS  MANY  BENEFITS.   THANK  YOU  AGAIN  FOR 
YOUR  CONSIDERATION  AND  WE  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  YOUR  CONTINUING 
SUPPORT  FOR  THESE  MOST  IMPORTANT   FEDERAL  WATER  PROJECTS. 
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Mr.  Rice.  Let  me  quickly  summarize  by  saying  that  we  appre- 
ciate your  having  us  here.  You  may  know,  we  are  not  appearing 
in  the  other  body.  But  this  is  our  chance — the  only  chance  the  pub- 
lic gets — well,  we  don't  get  to  work  on  the  President's  budget.  We 
are  not  consulted  on  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  don't  either. 

Mr.  lllCE.  But  you  are  not  hearing  both  sides  of  it  unless  you 
have  these  hearings. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  can  overhaul  it. 

Mr.  Chapman.  I  want  to  make  sure  that  the  record  reflects  that 
you  have  brought  a  delegation,  once  again,  that  is  beyond  just  the 
numbers  of  those  that  have  testified.  And  I  wanted  the  record  to 
reflect  the  importance  of  that  because  it  is  important.  The  number 
of  years  that  the  gentlemen  here  have  testified  and  the  leadership 
that  has  been  shown  by  you  and  your  predecessors  is  so  important 
to  the  deliberations  of  this  committee  and  the  fair  assessment  of 
these  requests  that  you  show  the  public  support  you  have  for  these 
projects. 

I  have  one  question  I  just  have  to  ask  you  because  I  used  you 
as  an  example  in  hearings  earlier  this  year.  There  has  already 
been  a  reference  to,  perhaps,  the  attitude  of  at  least  a  number  of 
the  Members  of  this  committee  about  some  of  the  recommendations 
as  to  the  change  of  policy  at  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  I  want  to  ask 
you  directly,  heads  up  for  the  Trinity  Association,  what  would  be 
the  impact  of  such  a  change  and  when  you  look  at  the  Trinity  River 
Basin?  Would  such  a  change  basically  preclude,  in  many  cases, 
Federal  participation  in  sometimes  what  is  absolutely  essential 
work? 

Mr.  Rice.  As  you  know,  Mr.  Chapman,  most  of  the  rivers  in 
Texas  arise  in  Texas  and  flow  into  the  Gulf.  And  if  they  have  to 
be  interstate,  we  are  out  of  the  picture.  It  cuts  us  out  completely. 

Mr.  Chapman.  But  the  economic  and  human  impact  of  that, 
would  it  be  fair  to  say  it  could  be  potentially  devastating? 

Mr.  Rice.  Yes,  for  this  reason.  The  floods  are  still  going  to  occur. 
And  if  we  don't  take  measures  to  contain  the  flood  damage,  it  just 
means  that  the  Congress  is  going  to  be  called  on  for  flood  damage 
appropriations. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Disaster  assistance? 

Mr.  Rice.  That  is  right.  Which  costs  you  much  more  than  doing 
it  in  an  orderly  fashion. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Which  I  think  it  is  an  accurate  assessment  of  all 
the  Members  of  this  committee  that  the  investments  made  in  this 
kind  of  work  pay  back,  I  think  the  Corps  of  Engineers  say,  some- 
thing on  the  order  of  14  to  1.  That  is  not  a  bad  investment  of  public 
resources. 

Mr.  Rice.  We  agree  on  that. 

Mr.  Chapman.  I  appreciate  your  testimony.  And  Mr.  Chairman, 
thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Bevill? 

Mr.  Bevill.  No  questions.  Thank  you,  we  always  appreciate  your 
fine  presentation.  You  are  always  well-prepared  and  it  makes  our 
work  much  easier. 

Mr.  Rice.  Mr.  Bevill,  when  you  were  Chairman,  you  told  us  to 
come  in  and  tell  you  our  problems  and  we  are  continuing  to  do  it. 
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Mr.  Myers.  That  will  never  change,  we  hope. 

Mr.  Bevill.  And  we  will  certainly  continue  to  do  what  we  can 
to  assist  you  and  our  good  friend  and  colleague  here,  who  will  be 
helping  us  write  this  bill. 

Mr.  Rice.  Thank  you,  sir,  on  behalf  of  the  whole  delegation. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  yield  back  the  gavel. 

Mr.  Myers.  If  you  would  provide  the  names  of  the  individuals 
who  have  come  up  from  Texas,  we  will  place  those  in  the  record. 
Thank  you  all  for  coming. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Wilson  follows:] 
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March  23,  1995 


STATEMENT 


By  U.S.  Representative  Charles  Wilson  of  Texas 
before  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Subcommitcee . 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  regarding  Water  Resource  Projects  in  the  State  of 
Texas,  particularly  those  m  or  affecting  the  Second 
Congressional  District,  which  I  represent. 

The  Projects  that  I  will  cover  are  located  in  the 
Trinity  River  Basin. 

Congress  Appropriated  $1  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1995 
for  the  continuation  of  construction  at  Wallisville  Lake. 
Construction  is  progressing  on  this  important  project  in 
which  the  City  of  Houston,  Chambers-Liberty  Counties 
Navigation  District,  and  the  Trinity  River  Authority 
serve  as  local  sponsors.   The  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
expressed  a  capability  of  $5  million  for  work  on  this 
project  in  Fiscal  Year  1996.   The  President  did  not 
include  any  funds  in  his  proposed  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996,  but  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  provide  $5  million 
for  this  purpose. 

I  would  also  like  to  recommend  that  the  Subcommittee 
support  the  request  contained  in  the  President's  Fiscal 
Year  1996  Budget  for  $1,270,000  for  navigation  of  the 
Trinity  River  to  Liberty,  Texas. 
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Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
GULF  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY 

WITNESSES 

DOUG     SVENDSON,     EXECUTIVE    DIRECTOR,     GULF    INTRACOASTAL 

CANAL  ASSOCIATION 
GARY  P.  LaGRANGE,  PRESIDENT,  PORT  OF  WEST  ST.  MARY,  FRANKLIN, 

LOUISIANA 

Mr.  Myers.  The  subcommittee  will  recognize  Doug  Svendson,  Ex- 
ecutive Director  of  Gulf  Intracoastal  Canal  Association. 

Mr.  Svendson.  Good  morning  Members  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the 
record  and  you  may  proceed  as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Svendson.  I  am  accompanied  by  the  President  of  our  asso- 
ciation this  year,  Mr.  Gary  LaGrange,  who  is  the  President  of  the 
Port  of  West  St.  Mary  in  Franklin,  Louisiana.  I  am  going  to  just 
simply  talk  informally  to  you  about  three  or  four  points  that  I  cover 
in  my  complete  statement. 

The  first  is  that  GIWW  is  now  a  completed  waterway  and  has 
been  since  1949.  We  believe  that  it  is  most  important  and  most 
crucial  to  maintain  proper  operations  and  maintenance  of  the  wa- 
terway, and  in  that  regard,  we  support  the  administration's  budget 
on  the  O&M  side.  We  believe  that  it  is  really  vital,  since  we  are 
not  going  to  be  building  any  more  heavy  construction  parts  of  the 
channel,  that  operations  and  maintenance  be  carried  out  properly. 

A  good  example  of  how  the  waterway  has  been  kept  in  good  order 
by  this  subcommittee  is  the  project  which  is  going  to  be  celebrated 
next  week  on  April  the  1st  at  Sargent  Beach,  Texas.  There  is  a 
groundbreaking  ceremony  and  we  wish  to  particularly  extend  our 
thanks  to  this  subcommittee  for  the  work  that  it  has  done  over  the 
years  in  first  providing  study  money  and,  later,  construction 
money.  And  we  know  that  both  Mr.  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill  were  in- 
strumental in  moving  that  project  forward  and  we  would  like  to  ex- 
tend a  special  thanks  to  Representative  Jim  Chapman  who  ushered 
that  project  through.  And  we  thank  you  very  much.  That  is  a  very 
classic  example  of  how  it  is  important  to  keep  sound  operations  and 
maintenance  underway  on  the  waterway. 

A  third  point  that  I  wanted  to  cover  with  you  has  to  do  with 
what  GICA,  the  Texas  Waterways  Operators  Association  and  the 
American  Waterways  Operators  Association  have  been  working  on 
for  some  time. 

Our  navigation  problem  book,  our  blue  book.  I  left  three  copies 
with  the  clerk  so  that  you  all  can  keep  them  in  your  permanent 
files.  I  don't  intend  for  them  to  be  reprinted  in  the  record,  but  the 
book  is  broken  down  into  three  different  Coast  Guard  districts;  Gal- 
veston, New  Orleans  and  Mobile.  And  the  last  printing  was  in  Oc- 
tober of  1994.  We  have  made  a  lot  of  progress  with  both  the  Corps 
and  the  Coast  Guard  in  terms  of  showing  problems,  buoys  that  get 
dragged  astray,  fenders  that  need  to  be  replaced  around  bridges 
and  I  wanted  to  call  two  things  to  your  subcommittee's  attention. 

One,  the  very  outstanding  cooperation  we  are  getting  from  the 
Corps  and  the  Coast  Guard  on  these  navigation  problems;  and 
number  two,  the  fact  that  we  consider  this  to  be  a  blueprint  for 
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sound  operations  and  maintenance  on  the  waterway  in  terms  of 
getting  rid  of  many  of  the  obstructions  that  hinder  navigation. 

The  final  point  that  I  wanted  to  cover  with  you  briefly,  and  it 
also  relates  to  the  operation  of  the  waterway;  there  are  three  stud- 
ies that  are  underway  right  now  in  south  Louisiana  which  affect 
approximately  a  100-  to  125-mile  segment  of  the  GIWW,  two  of 
them  conducted  by  the  Corps,  and  the  third  conducted  by  the  State 
in  cooperation  with  the  Corps. 

These  studies  all  in  the  early  phases  pose  some  severe  impedi- 
ments to  navigation  on  that  120-  to  130-mile  segment  of  the  GIWW 
as  they  go  forward.  There  are  too  many  options  that  are  still  on 
the  table  for  me  to  sit  here  and  tell  you  exactly  what  a  final  plan 
is  going  to  look  like.  The  only  thing  we  would  suggest  to  you,  be- 
cause of  the  fact  that  some  of  the  early  proposals  have  to  do  with 
shifting  sediment-rich  water  through  the  waterway,  using  it  almost 
as  an  irrigation  canal  to  try  to  renourish  marsh  areas.  Because 
they  involve  building  additional  locks  and  rerouting  part  of  the 
GIWW,  in  connection  with  this  subcommittee's  oversight  of  the 
Corps,  perhaps  through  a  committee  report,  the  Corps  be  in- 
structed to  put  all  competing  interests,  flood  control,  environment, 
navigation,  landowners'  rights  all  on  an  equal  footing  as  these 
studies  move  out  of  the  reconnaissance  phase  into  feasibility  and 
construction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  statement.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Svendson  follows:] 
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Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee.  I  am 
Doug  W.  Svendson,  Jr.,  Executive  Director  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Canal  Association.  Ours  is  the  oldest  of  the  regional  Waterway 
Associations,  having  been  established  in  Victoria,  Texas  in  1905. 
We  proudly  celebrate  90  years  of  service  to  a  broad  spectrum  of 
shippers,  manufacturers,  commodity  producers,  the  mining  industry, 
and  other  waterway  interests. 

GICA's  membership  includes  both  shallow  draft  and  deep  draft  ports, 
port  commissions  and  navigation  districts,  petroleum  refineries, 
chemical  mcinuf  acturers ,  shipyards,  marine  fabricators,  fuel 
terminal  facilities,  and  individuals  whose  businesses  are  waterway 
related.  We  have  170  members  in  the  five  states  of  Texas, 
Louisiana,  Mississippi,  Alabama,  &  Florida  served  by  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway.  In  addition,  the  GIWW  is  the  link  that  binds 
the  North-South  rivers  to  the  canal,  the  coastal  ports,  and 
ultimately  the  heartland  of  America.  The  Mississippi  River 
intersects  the  GIWW  at  New  Orleans,  one  of  our  busiest  ports,  and 
the  Tenn-Tom  intersects  the  GIWW  at  Mobile. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Waterway  has  been  completed  since  1949,  and  the 
task  that  lies  ahead  is  to  keep  it  properly  maintained,  to  repair 
and  improve  the  locks  that  presently  exist,  and  to  keep  it  as  free 
of  navigation  obstructions  as  possible.  This  refers  to  necessary 
maintenance  concerning  shoaling,  dredging,  proper  buoys  &  channel 
markers,  and  the  elimination  of  bridge  obstructions.  All  of  these 
involve  safety,  which  has  consequences  for  the  marine  environment 
as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  next  week  we  have  a  major  ground  breaking  celebration 
along  the  Texas  Gulf  Coast  in  connection  with  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  Sargent  Beach  project.  This  is  a  good  example  of  the  on 
going  necessity  to  keep  the  waterway  in  top  condition  to  preserve 
its  efficiency  &  safety. 

This  committee,  as  well  as  the  Senate,  deserves  our  appreciation 
for  its  actions  over  the  last  four  years  in  providing  study, 
design,  and  new  construction  funding  for  this  crucial  navigation 
project.  Once  completed,  the  project  will  literally  prevent  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  from  destroying  the  Intracoastal  Waterway.  We  also 
extend  a  special  thank  you  to  Representative  Jim  Chapman  for  his 
continuous  efforts  to  make  Sargent  Beach  a  reality.  We  believe 
the  $20  million  budget  request  in  the  President's  FY  1996  budget 
reflects  the  Corps'  full  capability  for  1996  and  we  request  funding 
approval  by  the  Committee  at  this  level. 

GICA  supports  the  Administration's  higher  maintenance  request  for 
1996,  and  urges  the  committee  to  approve  sufficient  operations  and 
maintenance  funding  to  keep  this  important  Federal  asset  in  tip  top 
condition.  This  will  enhance  and  continue  the  GIWW's  vitality  as 
a  safe  and  efficient  waterway. 
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In  recent  testimony  before  this  committee  John  H.  Zirschky,  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army,  (Civil  Works)  pointed  out  that 
"every  dollar  spent  on  operations  and  maintenance  on  the  existing 
inland  waterway  system  results  in  savings  of  about  $11.55  in  the 
cost  of  transporting  goods." 

The  Gulf  Coast  of  the  United  States  is  an  extremely  busy  industrial 
and  manufacturing  area  and  is  quite  popular  as  well  as  a  recreation 
and  fishing  area.  Those  who  use  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  as 
the  efficient,  low  cost  artery  of  commerce  it  was  intended  to  be, 
are  constantly  mindful  of  the  unique  hazards  to  navigation  that  can 
develop  on  a  busy  waterway.  The  industry,  which  is  to  say  a  number 
of  individual  barge  companies  whose  tow  boat  captains  are  familiar 
with  every  one  of  the  1150  miles  of  the  GIWW,  have  compiled  a  "blue 
book"  listing  particular  navigation  concerns  from  Brownsville, 
Texas  to  St.  Marks,  Florida. 

Those  companies,  along  with  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Canal 
Association,  the  Texas  Waterways  Operators  Association  and  American 
Waterways  Operators  meet  periodically  with  the  Eighth  Coast  Guard 
District  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  districts  in  Galveston,  New 
Orleans,  and  Mobile  to  try  to  resolve  these  navigation  problems. 
I  have  left  several  copies  of  this  report  with  your  staff  for  the 
committee's  files,  not  necessarily  for  inclusion  in  this  hearing 
record. 

Much  headway  has  been  made  in  addressing  these  navigation  problems 
since  the  report's  last  publication,  dated  October  1994.  GICA 
wants  this  committee  to  know  of  the  outstanding  assistance  and 
cooperation  the  industry  is  receiving  from  the  Coast  Guard,  8th 
District  New  Orleans,  and  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Galveston, 
New  Orleans  and  Mobile.  The  partnering  program  instituted  by  the 
Corps'  national  office  is  working  for  the  industry,  and  we  wanted 
to  make  this  known  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  urge  this  committee  to  fund  the  section  216  studies  in  the 
President's  budget.  These  studies  along  the  GIWW  include  Corpus 
Christi  Bay  to  Port  Isabel,  Texas,  High  Island  to  Brazos  River, 
Texas  and  Port  O'Connor  to  Corpus  Christi  Bay,  Texas.  These 
studies  are  important  because  they  provide  the  Corps  the  capability 
to  review  completed  projects.  Over  time,  changed  circumstances  may 
require  environmental  study  and  solutions  which  were  not  apparent 
when  the  project  was  first  completed.  On  a  waterway  as  nationally 
significant  as  the  GIWW,  it  is  important  that  the  Corps  have  this 
capability. 
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Similarly,  we  urge  funding  for  the  Aransas  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  Texas  project  to  protect  the  winter  home  of  our  most  well 
known  endangered  species,  the  whooping  crane.  There  has  been  a 
significant,  cooperative  volunteer  effort  among  private  sector 
towing  and  shipping  interests,  governmental  agencies  and 
environmental  groups  to  protect  the  shallow  ponds  which  are 
critical  components  of  the  whooping  crane's  winter  habitat. 

GICA  also  supports  funding  at  the  Corp's  full  capability  for  the 
project  to  enlarge  the  Victoria  Channel  to  make  its  dimensions 
compatible  with  those  on  the  GIWW. 

GICA  supports  continuing  appropriations  for  the  Industrial  Canal 
Lock,  Louisiana.  This  present  lock  is  located  at  the  junction  of 
the  Mississippi  River  euid  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway.  Future 
traffic  growth  and  the  importance  of  the  lock  to  the  regional  & 
national  economy  justify  its  replacement.  We  concur  with  the 
Chairman  of  the  Governor's  Maritime  Industry  Task  Force  in 
Louisiana  who  testified  here  earlier  this  week. 

GICA  also  supports  continuing  appropriations  for  the  Intracoastal 
Waterway  Locks,  Louisiana  study,  which  includes  all  the  locks  on 
the  GIWW  in  Louisiana  west  of  the  Mississippi  River.  The  study  is 
evaluating  which  improvements  will  maximize  efficiency  of  the  GIWW 
and  its  connections  with  the  Mississippi  River  while  minimizing 
costs . 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  also  has  under  study  flooding  conditions  in 
Louisiana  under  the  title  Morganza  to  the  Gulf.  Unfortunately, 
this  study  will  not  be  funded  beyond  its  current  phase  under  new 
standards  established  in  President  Clinton's  budget  for  FY  1996. 
If,  as  expected,  funding  is  discontinued,  future  flooding  could 
have  severe  consequences  for  navigation.  The  study  area  between 
Bayou  Lafourche  and  Bayou  Boeuf  Lock  includes  not  only  the  main 
route  of  the  GIWW,  but  the  alternate  route  as  well.  A  long  term 
solution  to  flooding  on  the  alternate  route  was  to  have  been  one  of 
the  goals  of  this  study. 

A  second  Corp  study  in  the  area.  Lower  Atchafalaya  Basin  Re- 
evaluation,  will  continue  under  terms  of  the  FY  1996  budget  because 
more  than  50%  of  the  flood  waters  in  the  Mississippi  and 
Atchafalaya  Rivers  originate  outside  Louisiana. 

A  third  long  term  study  involving  both  the  State  of  Louisieina  and 
the  Federal  Government,  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  is  underway 
in  the  same  general  areas.  It's  focus  is  to  prevent  further 
coastal  erosion  euid  to  find  ways  to  transport  enormous  volumes  of 
sediment  laden  fresh  water  into  coastal  amd  marsh  areas  which  once 
were  vibrant  wetlands.  Part  of  the  transportation  system  for  the 
freshwater  is  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway. 


Sediment  that  falls  out  in  the  Waterway  before  reaching  its 
intended  destination  will  have  to  be  removed  by  the  Corps' 
maintenance  dredging  program,  adding  large  incremental  costs  to 
maintenance  of  the  waterway,  and  affecting  its  B/C  ratio.  This 
concerns  us  because  of  the  real  possibility  that  next  year,  or  the 
year  after,  B/C  changes  for  navigation  projects  could  be  set  at  a 
fixed  requirement,  as  was  done  for  flood  control  projects  in  the 
Administration's  1996  budget. 

We  are  also  concerned  about  coordination  of  the  competing  needs, 
i.e.  navigation,  flood  control,  environmental,  etc.  on  the  Lower 
Atchafalaya  project.  Re-routing  of  additional  volume  of 
Atchafalaya  River  water  through  the  Wax  Lake  outlet  to  the  Gulf 
poses  additional  risks  to  navigation  on  the  GIWW  due  to  increased 
current  flows  where  the  two  channels  intersect.  Additionally, 
navigation  on  the  GIWW  could  be  very  adversely  affected  by  the 
installation  of  up  to  four  additional  locks  between  Bayou  Sale  and 
Bayou  Lafourche,  for  flood  control  purposes. 

In  light  of  the  various  alternatives  that  are  still  pending  before 
the  Corps  and  citizen  participation  groups  representing  navigation, 
the  environment,  flood  control,  land  owners,  ports,  and  others,  we 
recommend  that  this  committee,  through  its  oversight 
responsibilities,  or  otherwise,  make  sure  that  the  Corps'  consider 
the  important  interests  of  all  parties,  simultaneously,  as  this 
study  moves  out  of  the  reconnaissance  and  feasibility  phases,  into 
planning  and  construction.  Navigation's  interests  cannot  be  placed 
on  hold,  to  be  dealt  with  later,  while  all  the  rest  of  the  study's 
components  (flood  control,  environmental,  etc.)  move  forward. 

In  analyzing  all  competing  needs  simultaneously,  it  is  vital  that 
the  burden  placed  on  navigation,  which  will  result  from  the 
additional  locks  or  flood  gates  in  the  GIWW,  as  well  as  its 
potential  re-routing,  be  carefully  considered  with  navigation 
interests  specifically  in  mind.  If  this  is  not  done,  the  potential 
exists  for  a  veritable  horror  story  in  which  the  GIWW,  a  commercial 
navigation  artery  of  national  significance  will  be  potentially 
subjected  to  the  following  navigation  obstacles,  all  at  the  same 
time. 

(a)  excessive  currents  at  key  crossings  due  to  flood  water 
diversion; 

(b)  possibly  4  locks  within  a  75  mile  reach  of  the  waterway, 
resulting  in  unacceptable  delays  and  congestion. 

(c)  re-routing  of  the  waterway  in  a  time  consuming  maze  of 
curves; 

(d)  shoaling  in  the  waterway  resulting  from  using  a 
navigation  channel  as  a  conduit  for  water  &  sediment  for 
wetlands  rehabilitation. 
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We  want  to  emphasize  that  these  problems  have  not  yet  materialized, 
but  as  these  studies  progress  they  could.  They  are  real  problems 
the  navigation  industry  already  confronts  (i.e.  shoaling,  swift 
currents  due  to  flooding  or  other  causes)  from  Alabama  &  Florida  to 
Texas.   We  don't  need  any  more  challenges. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  wish  to  call  to  your  attention  the 
administration's  proposal  to  phase  out  the  Corps  continuing 
authorities  program.  This  prograun  is  for  smaller  projects,  which 
must  still  receive  favorable  reports,  but  involve  less  money,  and 
don't  require  separate  authorizations. 

Some  authorities  relate  to  flood  control,  some  to  dredging,  and 
others  to  bridge  embankment  and  channel  work  at  publicly  owned 
bridges.  We  would  suggest  for  your  consideration  that  these 
continuing  authorities  programs,  all  of  which  have  spending  caps, 
be  retained  to  give  the  Corps  maximum  flexibility  to  perform 
necessary  work  quickly,  and  in  some  cases  on  an  emergency  basis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  our  testimony.  We  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  express  our  views  publicly  in  committee,  and  will  be 
happy  to  answer  questions  today,  or  to  be  submitted  for  the  record. 
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Mr.  LaGrange.  One  last  time,  Mr.  Bevill,  we  appreciate  the  op- 
portunity and  we  too  take  you  up  with  Trinity  to  be  back  here  with 
our  problems.  But,  moreover,  we  want  to  invite  you  to  Sargent 
Beach  next  week  and  our  90th  annual  meeting  in  Victoria,  Texas 
in  October. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Let  me  thank  Mr.  Svendson  for  your  presentation. 
I  particularly  appreciate  the  attentive  way  in  which  you  were  able 
to  come  by  the  office  and  we  had  a  chance  to  visit  about  some  of 
these  issues  before  this  hearing  today.  And  I  wish  you  well.  I  know 
this  is  a  relatively  new  assignment  for  you.  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  waterway  association  for  its  selection  because  the  leadership  I 
think  Mr.  Svendson  will  provide  is  something  that  you  can  be 
proud  of. 

We  continue  to  look  forward  to  working  with  you.  I  am  excited 
about  what  is  going  on  at  Sargent  Beach.  We  all  know  that  is  a 
critical  project  that  is  so  important  to  commerce  through  the  entire 
intracoastal.  And  I  note  that  you  have  dressed  your  act  up  substan- 
tially, Mr.  Svendson,  because  I  see  in  the  back  row  what  makes 
your  entire  enterprise  worthwhile  as  your  bride  is  here,  and  I  wel- 
come her  to  this  subcommittee  hearing  as  well. 

We  thank  you  for  your  testimony.  We  look  forward  to  continuing 
to  work  with  you. 

Mr.  Svendson.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  it. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
PORT  OF  HOUSTON,  TEXAS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  GENE  GREEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  TEXAS 
ROBERT  GILLETTE,  COMMISSIONER,  PORT  OF  HOUSTON  AUTHORITY 
TOM  KORNEGAY,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  PORT  OF  HOUSTON  AUTHOR- 
ITY 

Mr.  Chapman.  Congressman  Green,  the  prepared  statement  that 
you  have  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  permanent  record  and  we  in- 
vite you  to  summarize  as  you  will  and  proceed  in  your  own  fashion. 

Mr.  Green.  Thank  you,  Jim.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr. 
Bevill.  I  would  also  like  to  enter  a  statement  by  Congressman 
Fields  who,  up  until  redistricting,  had  the  Port  of  Houston  and 
after  redistricting,  I  have  it.  I  acquired  it  as  a  result  of  redistrict- 
ing. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Fields  follows:] 


:OMMiTTEE  ON 


Congress  of  t\)t  ©iiitcb  States 

Spouse  of  iXfprfBfiitatHjfB    ■    (Haaastiington,  DC  20515-4308 


Statement  of  Congressman  Jack  Fields 

on  behalf  of  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority 

Before  the  House  Appropriations  Energy  &  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

March  23,  1995 


Chainnan  Myers.  Congressman  BeviD  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  would  like  to 
express  my  full  support  of  the  FY  96  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  funding  request 
iqiplicable  to  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority  in  the  amount(s)  of: 

Houston  Ship  Channel  (O&M)  $5,800,000 

HoustoD-GaKeston  Channel  (P/E&D)  $1,100,000 

Houston  is  truly  regarded  as  the  Nation's  port  It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  the  Houston 
Ship  Channel  is  one  of  the  most  important  economic  lifelines  between  our  nation  and  the 
workL 

Oeofraphically  the  Port  is  strategically  located  at  the  Nation's  midpoint  -•  haudllng  cargo 
to  and  from  the  entire  heartland  of  America. 

Houttoi  has  been  the  #1  U.S.  port  in  foreign  tonnage  for  three  yean  in  a  row  and  the 
•eoond  busiest  U.S.  port  in  total  tonnage  lot  1994.  Last  year  cargo  handled  through  the 
Port  ci  Houstc»  totaled  96.3  million  tons. 

Hfwitaii's  favorable  location  provides  easy  access  to  the  entire  world  business  community 
through  key  ocean,  land  and  air  routes.  Nearly  100  shipping  Hnes  connect  Houston  with 
more  than  230  world  ports. 

An  estimated  29.000  people  work  in  jobs  that  are  directly  related  to  Port  of  Houston  activity 
and  another  81,000  jobs  are  indirectly  related  to  the  port's  activity. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Port  has  become  a  vital  force  in  the  commerce  of  the  United 
Sutea,  the  world,  and  in  the  lives  of  those  Americans  who  depend  on  its  success  for  their 
livelihood. 

I  know  that  Ccmgressman  BeviO  has  had  an  opportunity  to  visit  the  Port,  and  I  would  like 
to  extend  an  invitation  to  you  Chairman  Myers,  to  visH  Houston  and  to  «q>erieBce  first 
hand  the  vital  importance  <A  the  Houston  waterways  to  this  nation's  econtwy. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  hopeful  you  wiD  give  every 
consideration  and  your  full  support  to  the  Port's  request  for  funding.  I  thank  you  for  your 
time,  and  again  your  consideration. 
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Mr.  Green.  Chairman  Myers  and  Congressman  Bevill  and  my 
friend,  Jim  Chapman,  I  would  like  to  introduce  two  people  from  the 
Port  of  Houston  who  are  no  strangers  to  this  subcommittee.  Com- 
missioner Bob  Gillette  and  Tom  Kornegay  is  our  Executive  Director 
of  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority. 

The  port  is  in  my  congressional  district  and  first  in  the  United 
States  in  foreign  tonnage  and  second  in  the  Nation  in  total  ton- 
nage. You  can  imagine,  the  port  has  a  tremendous  economic  impact 
to  my  district,  the  State  of  Texas  and  mid-America.  Thank  you  for 
the  courtesy  in  allowing  my  constituents  to  testify. 

But  also  I  would  like  to  thank  Congressman  Bevill  who  visited 
the  Port  of  Houston  last  year  and  also  welcome  not  only  Chairman 
Myers  but  members  of  the  committee.  It  is  amazing  to  have  a  port 
15  miles  from  open  water  that  was  developed  many  years  ago  and 
to  see  the  success  that  it  has  had.  And  having  grown  up  in  that 
community,  I  still  get  goose  bumps  when  I  go  to  the  Port  of  Hous- 
ton and  see  what  is  happening  down  there  so  close  to  downtown 
Houston. 

Bob  Gillette  has  been  a  long-time  friend,  both  in  my  time  as  a 
State  Senator  and  now  as  a  Congressman. 

Mr.  Gillette.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  friend,  Mr.  Bevill,  Mr.  Chap- 
man, thanks  for  letting  us  come.  This  is  Tom  Kornegay  sitting  next 
to  me.  It  is  his  hard  work  and  his  great  staff  that  make  us  commis- 
sioners look  good.  And  we  really  appreciate  it. 

I  also  appreciate  my  friend,  Gene  Green,  Congressman  Green, 
coming  here  with  us.  I  would  not  be  on  the  Port  of  Houston  if  it 
had  not  been  for  Gene.  He  made  the  law  that  increased  the  number 
from  five  to  seven,  and  then  he  worked  hard  to  help  me. 

Thank  you.  Gene. 

Mr.  Chapman.  He  is  probably  having  a  fundraiser.  You  can  help 
figure  out  a  way  to  help  him. 

Mr.  Gillette.  My  friend,  Mr.  Bevill,  I  do  appreciate  you  coming 
to  Houston.  It  was  great  to  have  you  down  there  and  let  us  show 
you  around  and  show  you  where  all  those  brags  that  we  have  been 
doing  all  of  these  years,  maybe,  were.  It  is  kind  of  like  Dizzy  Dean 
said:  It  ain't  braggin'  if  you  can  do  it. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  get  my  friend  Jim  Chapman  to  admit  that  Texans 
do  brag  every  once  in  a  while,  but  I  enjoyed  that  very  much  and 
I  am  looking  forward  to  the  next  visit  I  have  the  opportunity  to 
make. 

Mr.  Gillette.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  like  for  you  to  come  to 
Houston,  too. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  haven't  been  down  there  in  10  years.  I  was  there 
when  you  had  some  problems  with  the  jetty  and  the  washing  out. 

Mr.  Gillette.  We  would  like  to  show  you  how  dynamic  a  seaport 
can  be  when  it  is  50  miles  from  the  sea.  We  hope  you  would  come 
down. 

We  are  here  today  to  add  our  full  support  to  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers' budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1996.  They  are  asking  for  $5.8  mil- 
lion for  maintenance  of  the  channel,  and  $1.1  million  for  engineer- 
ing for  our  future  development  of  the  port. 

We  are  real  proud  of  the  fact  that  we  have  worked,  I  think,  very 
well  with  the  Corps  and  they  have  been  helpful  to  us,  as  you  gen- 
tlemen have  been  extremely  helpful  to  us  over  the  years. 
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As  Congressman  Green  said,  we  are  the  number  one  port  in  for- 
eign tonnage  in  the  United  States  and  we  have  been  for  three  con- 
secutive years.  We  are  number  two  in  total  tonnage.  And  every- 
thing is  going  great,  but  we  do  need  to  have  the  improvement.  The 
ships  get  bigger  and  wider  and  we  have  talked  to  you  many  times 
about  deepening  and  widening  and  we  need  them  both. 

We  have  been  getting  along,  I  think,  extremely  well  with  the  en- 
vironmental folks  and  we  are  pretty  happy  with  the  way  we  have 
been  able  to  see  eye  to  eye  with  them  and  they  have  been  more 
than  helpful  to  us.  And  so,  now,  I  will  give  you,  Mr.  Kornegay  who 
is  going  to  tell  you  all  the  hard  facts. 

Thank  you  for  letting  me  come  again  this  year. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gillette  follows:] 
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Chairman  Myers,  Congressman  Bevill  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am 
Commissioner  Robert  Gillette,  and  this  is  Tom  Kornegay,  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Port  of  Houston  Authority  (PHA).  On  behalf  of  the  Port  Authority  and  the  1 10,000  people 
of  Texas  whose  jobs  depend  on  the  port,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  once  again  permitting 
us  to  testify  in  support  of  several  important  navigation  projects  included  in  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  Civil  Works  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1996. 

Each  year  for  five  years  now  I  have  had  the  pleasure  to  come  before  this  subcommittee  to 
express  our  appreciation  for  providing  the  funds  necessary  for  the  Port  of  Houston  to 
remain  fully  functioning  through  dredge  maintenance  projects;  and,  to  urge  you  to  look  with 
us  toward  the  future  by  providing  funding  for  preconstruction  and  design  to  widen  and 
deepen  the  ship  channel. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  that  each  year  the  subcommittee  has  listened  to  us  and  has  always 
provided  the  support  we  have  needed.  We  certainly  appreciate  all  of  your  efforts.  I  hope 
that  I  will  be  the  one  coming  before  you  on  behalf  of  the  Port  when  the  Houston  ship 
channel  improvement  has  been  authorized. 

Today,  however,  our  needs  are  rather  modest.  We  are  here  to  express  our  full  support  of 
the  FY  96  Corps'  budget  request  in  the  following  amounts: 

Houston  Ship  Channel  (O&M)  $5,800,000 

Houston-Galveston  Channel  (P/E&D)      $1,100,000 

Each  of  the  amounts  specified  is  important  to  ensure  the  continuous  flow  of  commerce 
through  the  Port  of  Houston. 

We  have  many  things  to  be  proud  of  at  the  Port  of  Houston  and  I  would  like  to  identify  just 
a  few. 
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PORT  OF  HOUSTON  -  THE  NATION'S  PORT 

First,  we  truly  regard  Houston  as  the  Nation's  port  It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  the 
Houston  Ship  Channel  is  one  of  the  most  important  economic  lifelines  between  our  nation 
and  the  world. 

Geographically  we  are  most  strategically  located  at  the  Nation's  midpoint  --  handling  cargo 
to  and  from  the  entire  heartland  of  America.  We  draw  cargo  from  the  farthest  reaches  of 
the  U.S.,  in  fact  from  every  state  in  the  Nation.  We  ship  these  U.S.  cargos  around  the 
world  to  people  in  nearly  every  country.  Likewise,  shipments  from  elsewhere  in  the  world 
pass  through  our  channel  and  across  our  docks  to  destinations  all  across  the  Nation.  This 
has  made  us  the  #1  U.S.  port  in  foreign  tonnage  for  three  years  in  a  row  and  the  second 
busiest  U.S.  port  in  total  tonnage  for  1994.  Last  year  cargo  handled  through  the  Port  of 
Houston  totaled  96.5  million  tons. 

The  Houston  Ship  Channel  is  also  home  to  the  largest  petrochemical  complex  in  the  U.S., 
second  only  in  the  world  to  the  Port  of  Rotterdam. 

Houston's  favorable  location  provides  easy  access  to  the  entire  world  business  community 
through  key  ocean,  land  and  air  routes.  Nearly  100  shipping  lines  connect  Houston  with 
more  than  250  world  ports.  Four  major  railroads  provide  cargo  distribution  throughout  the 
United  States  and  more  than  160  trucking  lines  service  the  rest  of  the  nation  via  the  Texas 
and  interstate  highway  system. 

We  are  proud  to  report  that  in  1994  alone  a  total  of  5,448  ships  flying  the  flags  of  over  81 
different  nations  called  on  the  Port  of  Houston.  In  addition,  ahnost  50,000  barges  navigated 
the  waterway. 

An  estimated  29,000  people  work  in  jobs  that  are  directly  related  to  Port  of  Houston  activity 
and  another  81,000  jobs  are  indirectly  related  to  the  port's  activity.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
the  port  has  become  a  vital  force  in  the  commerce  of  the  United  States  and  the  world  and 
in  the  lives  of  those  Americans  who  depend  on  its  success  for  their  livehhood. 


PORT  OF  HOUSTON  -  PROTECTING  OUR  NATIONAL  SECURITY 

During  the  Desert  Storm/Desert  Shield  operation  the  U.S.  government  deployed  106  vessels 
carrying  458,342  tons  of  government  cargo  and  mihtary  supplies  from  Barbours  Cut 
Terminal  at  the  Port  of  Houston.  In  fact,  between  August  of  1990  and  October  of  1991  the 
Port  of  Houston  was  the  second  busiest  port  in  the  Nation  in  support  of  our  troops. 

We  are  proud  that  our  strategic  location  enablei  the  Port  of  Houston  to  play  such  an 
important  role  in  the  defense  of  our  Nation  and  the  world. 
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PORT  OF  HOUSTON  -  PROTECTING  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

We  are  also  proud  of  the  fact  that  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority  is  helping  to  lead  the  way 
in  a  unique  approach  to  addressing  the  environmental  interests  in  the  ship  channel 
improvement  project 

Years  ago  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority  made  an  important  commitment.  In  improving 
the  Houston  Ship  Channel  for  navigation  purposes,  we  promised  that  placement  of  the 
dredged  material  from  this  critical  project  would  have  a  "net  positive  environmental  effect" 
on  the  Galveston  Bay  system. 

The  Port  has  been  working  with  10  federal  and  state  agencies  since  early  1990  as  part  of  the 
Interagency  Coordination  Team  -  the  ICT.  The  ICT  represents  a  broad  range  of 
environmental  interests  including:  the  EPA;  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service;  the 
Corps;  the  U.S.  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (formerly  U.S.  Soil  Conservation 
Service);  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service;  and,  others. 

We  are  pleased  to  report  that  after  years  of  working  together  on  planning,  design,  and 
scientific  verifications,  this  auspicious  group  of  10  diverse  agencies  has  approved  an  exciting 
plan  for  the  environmental  enhancement  of  the  bay  using  the  dredged  material  from  the 
ship  channel  improvement  project  itself  and  50  years  of  maintenance. 

This  beneficial  use  plan  provides  for  the  creation  of  almost  4,500  acres  of  marsh,  together 
with  bird  islands,  boater  destination  islands  and  shoreline  erosion  protection.  The  plan  does 
not  sacrifice  existing  productive  habitat  ~  instead,  it  emphasizes  habitat  construction  in 
areas  aheady  affected  by  dredging  operations,  and,  the  plan  ensures  long-term  monitoring, 
management  and  maintenance  of  these  environmental  benefits. 

This  is  a  plan  that  recognizes  and  treats  dredged  material  as  the  resource  it  is,  and  that 
much  needed  improvements  for  commerce  and  navigation  are  compatible  with  the  needs 
for  environmental  restoration  and  enhancement. 

The  Port's  role  includes  active  participation  and  direct  financial  support  of  this 
environmental  initiative.  The  Port  of  Houston  Authority  has  aheady  spent  over  $9  million 
to  ensure  that  these  environmental  benefits  will  be  achieved. 

We  are  proud  to  be  leading  the  way  in  this  unique  and  precedent-setting  approach  to 
addressing  the  environmental  interests  of  the  Houston  Ship  Channel  project.  Our  Executive 
Director,  Tom  Komegay,  has  put  it  best  when  he  said: 

"It's  often  mistakenly  assumed  that  port  development  and  environmental 
concerns  are  mutually  exclusive.  We  [at  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority]  want 
to  correct  that  perception.  These  projects  will  show  what  can  be 
accomplished  when  public  agencies,  community  groups  and  individuals  work 
together." 
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The  Port  Authority  has  taken  the  initiative  to  construct  a  220-acre  demonstration  marsh 
using  dredged  maintenance  material  to  verify  feasibility  of  marsh  creation  using 
conventional  equipment  and  practices  -  IT  WORKED! 

Through  a  contract  between  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority  and  the  U.S.  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  an  Americorp  team  has  begun  planting  250,000  sprigs  of  vegetation. 
They  will  complete  their  work  late  spring.  This  demonstration  project  will  enable  the  Port 
and  its  federsil  and  state  partners  to  identify  cost  effective  techniques  for  the  construction 
of  large  scale  marshes  that  will  mirror  the  environmental  benefits  of  natural  marshes.  The 
demonstration  marsh  has  cost  the  Port  Authority  $4.5  million. 

The  Port  Authority,  in  partnership  with  Houston  Lighting  and  Power  Company  (HL&P), 
constructed  a  five  acre  oyster  reef  using  golf-ball  sized  fly  ash  pellets  at  a  cost  of  some 
$600,000.  This  reef  has  been  tremendously  successful  in  propagating  oysters  and 
demonstrates  the  large-scale  feasibility  of  using  what  had  been  considered  a  waste  by- 
product of  power  generation  (coal  ash)  as  a  cost-competitive  alternative  resource  for  oyster 
reef  creation.  The  demonstration  reef  has  given  the  Port  a  "hands-on"  basis  for  establishing 
oyster  reef  mitigation  costs  associated  with  the  widening  and  deepening  project.  It  has  also 
served  to  encourage  the  Port  and  HL&P  to  explore  other  cost-saving  applications  of  this 
product  for  erosion  protection  of  the  marshes  to  be  created  as  part  of  the  ship  channel 
improvement  project. 

We  are  proud  of  these  environmentally  conscientious  efforts  and  believe  the  results  will 
benefit  tie  Galveston  Bay  and  the  community,  as  well  as  the  Port  Authority  and  channel 
users. 


PORT  OF  HOUSTON  •-  LOOKING  TOWARD  THE  FUTURE 

While  Houston  is  one  of  our  Nation's  busiest  ports,  we  are  also  one  of  the  narrowest  deep 
draft  channels.  The  channel  was  last  improved  in  1966  when  it  was  deepened  to  forty  feet 
and  widened  to  four  hundred  feet. 

As  you  can  imagine,  ships  and  shipping  patterns  have  dramatically  changed  to  meet  the 
demands  of  world  trade  over  the  last  thirty  years.  Likewise,  for  reasons  of  safety, 
environment,  and  economics  everyone  agrees  that  the  Houston  Ship  Channel  is  long 
overdue  to  be  improved. 

The  voters  of  Harris  County  have  akeady  committed  significant  local  funding  to  support 
these  improvements.  In  1989,  Harris  County  voters  approved,  by  a  two-to-one  vote,  a 
measure  that  will  provide  the  local  funding  ($130,000,000)  to  deepen  the  channel  to  forty- 
five  feet  and  widen  it  to  530  feet. 
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This  project  has  been  studied  for  over  27  years  and  is  finally  nearing  authorization.  The 
$1.1  million  in  funds  requested  by  the  Corps  are  essential  to  complete  the  studies  and 
reports  in  order  to  obtain  congressional  authorization  of  the  project  in  1996.  The  Corps  has 
assured  us  and  Representative  Chapman  that  these  funds  are  sufficient  to  move  the  project 
forward  in  a  timefy  manner  and  to  meet  the  1996  authorization  timeframe. 

CONCLUSION 

We  greatly  appreciate  your  past  support  and  urge  the  subcommittee  to  include  funds  in  the 
FY  96  Corps  appropriations  to  fully  support  the  projects  delineated  above.  This 
maintenance  and  particularly  the  preconstruction  and  design  for  the  improvements  to  the 
ship  channel  represent  important  components  in  the  Port  of  Houston's  continued  ability  to 
move  the  commerce  of  the  nation  in  a  safe,  efficient,  and  economical  manner.  We  thank 
you  for  your  consideration  of  these  requests. 
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Mr.  KORNEGAY.  Thank  you,  Commissioner.  And  thank  you  gen- 
tlemen for  letting  us  testify  today. 

Years  ago,  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority  made  an  important 
commitment  in  improving  the  Houston  channel.  We  committed  that 
the  dredging  connected  with  that  channel  improvement  would 
produce  a  net  positive  environmental  effect  on  Galveston  Bay  and 
the  Galveston  Bay  system.  The  port  has  worked  for  those  years 
since  1990  with  10  Federal  and  State  agencies  in  an  interagency 
coordination  team,  what  we  call  the  ICT. 

The  ICT  represents  a  broad  range  of  environmental  interests,  in- 
cluding the  EPA,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife,  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  and  others. 

We  are  pleased  to  report  that  after  those  years  of  working  to- 
gether, planning,  designing,  doing  the  scientific  verifications,  this 
group  has  unanimously  approved  an  exciting  plan  for  the  environ- 
mental enhancement  of  the  bay  using  that  dredge  material  from 
the  ship  channel  project  and  the  50-year  maintenance  of  that 
project  as  well. 

This  beneficial-use  plan  addresses  the  creation  of  almost  4,500 
acres  of  marsh,  together  with  bird  islands,  boater  destination  is- 
lands and  shoreline  erosion  protection.  The  plan  does  not  sacrifice 
existing  habitat.  It  emphasizes  habitat  construction.  It  also  ensures 
long-term  monitoring  and  management  of  those  systems. 

The  port's  role  has  been  very  active.  We  have  been  a  true  partici- 
pant in  this  program  and  in  this  planning.  And  we  have  lent  direct 
financial  support  to  this  program. 

The  port  has  already  spent  over  $9  million  to  ensure  that  these 
environmental  achievements  are  achieved.  The  Port  Authority  has 
constructed  a  220-acre  marsh  using  approximately  1.5  million  cubic 
yards  of  dredging  material.  In  cooperation  with  the  Soil  Conserva- 
tion Service,  we  have  the  AmeriCorps  students  planting  about  a 
quarter  of  a  million  sprigs  of  vegetation  at  that  site  at  this  time. 
And  we  are  very  proud  of  these  environmental  achievements.  We 
are  looking  forward  to  the  future,  for  us  and  for  the  Nation,  and 
that  future  requires  the  channel  to  be  widened  from  400  feet  to  530 
feet  and  deepened  from  40  to  45  feet. 

These  gentlemen  have  already  talked  to  you  about  the  $1.1  mil- 
lion in  funds  that  we  require  from  the  Corps  to  complete  those 
studies.  And  we  appreciate  the  support  of  this  committee  that  we 
have  received  in  the  past  and  we  hope  to  get  that  again  this  year. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Mr.  Kornegay  and  each  of  you,  we  thank  you  and 
appreciate  your  testimony  and  we  will  do  what  we  can  to  help. 

Thank  you  very  much. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
IDAHO  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 
HON.  MICHAEL  D.  CRAPO,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  IDAHO 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  be  pleased  to  hear  our  colleague 
from  Idaho,  Michael  Crapo. 
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Mr.  Crapo.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  I  appreciate  you  and 
the  other  Members  of  the  committee  for  allowing  me  this  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  regarding  the  fiscal  year  1996  appropriations. 

I  am  not  here  to  talk  to  you  specifically  about  a  specific  project. 
I  am  here  because  of  concerns  I  have  about  the  overall  direction  in 
the  energy  research  budget  and  I  would  just  like  to  raise  some  is- 
sues of  concern  that  I  see  there.  And  my  focus  is  primarily  on  the 
energy  supply  research  and  development  activities. 

In  the  prepared  remarks — and  I  would  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  my  prepared  remarks  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Crapo.  In  my  prepared  remarks,  I  have  included  a  chart, 
and  I  don't  know  if  that  makes  it  into  the  record,  but  I  wanted  to 
show  what  the  trend  has  been  with  regard  to  nuclear  research  ver- 
sus the  alternative  sources  of  energy  research,  such  as  solar,  wind- 
mills, geothermal. 

If  you  go  back  to  1990  and  look  at  the  chart  that  I  prepared,  the 
budget  for  nuclear  research  of  the  $596  million,  and  the  budget  for 
the  alternative  sources  was  about  $144  million.  Since  that  time,  in 
just  about  five  years,  the  entire  situation  has  flip-flopped  because 
of,  I  think,  an  attitude  by  different  groups  and  different  pressures 
to  increase  the  research  dollars  allocated  to  windmill,  solar  and 
other  alternative  type  sources  of  energy,  and  to  decrease  the  em- 
phasis on  energy. 

In  fact,  I  have  to  say  that  I  think  the  current  administration  has 
a  very  negative  approach  toward  nuclear  energy,  which  I  think  is 
a  mistake.  And  if  you  see,  it  is  very  dramatic  in  the  chart.  The  two 
have  just  intersected;  one  on  a  significant  declining  path  and  the 
other  on  a  significant  increasing  path.  And,  frankly,  I  think  that 
those  trends  need  to  be  changed.  I  am  not  saying  that  we  don't 
need  to  do  research  in  the  non-nuclear  areas.  The  concern  I  see  is 
the  dramatic  reduction  in  research  dollars  given  in  nuclear  areas. 

As  the  Chairman  knows,  I  have  been  here  on  specific  projects  in 
the  past  which  were  a  focus  of  major  battlegrounds  on  this  type  of 
issue,  but  today  I  am  here  simply  saying,  look  at  the  overall  budget 
and  try  to  help  us  restore  some  of  the  strength  for  our  nuclear  en- 
ergy research.  It  is  going  to  be  critical  to  our  national  energy  policy 
that  we  not  let  the  nuclear  side  of  our  energy  policy  be  eliminated 
from  our  budget  considerations. 

One  other  aspect  of  concern  that  I  wanted  to  raise  is  that  in  the 
President's  proposed  budget,  there  is  a  $4.4  billion  reduction  in  the 
environmental  management  funding  over  the  next  five  years.  And 
the  reduction  in  environmental  management  funding  is  the  same 
type  of  concern.  The  estimates  that  I  have  seen  show  that  if  we 
continue  to  reduce  the  environmental  management  funding,  this 
will  increase  the  multi-billion  dollar  gap  between  environmental 
restoration  and  waste  management  funding  requirements  and  the 
projected  funding  over  the  next  five  years. 

In  addition  to  the  budget  proposal  from  the  President,  the  de- 
fense supplemental  appropriation  bill  that  this  Congress  has  put 
out  has  reduced  another  $100  million  from  the  funding  and  the  re- 
cent disaster  relief  supplemental  appropriations  bill  reduced  an- 
other $7  million  from  that  funding. 
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I  am  concerned  that  we  are  putting  ourselves  where  we  will  not 
be  able  to  do  the  environmental  restoration  which  will  harm  the 
nuclear  industry.  In  addition  to  the  nuclear  energy  concerns  that 
I  have  raised,  but  it  will  put  the  United  States  in  violation  of  its 
cleanup  agreements.  So  I  come  to  you  today,  I  know  that  this  im- 
pacts projects  across  the  board,  but  I  am  concerned  about  the  direc- 
tion that  I  am  seeing  in  those  budgets  and  I  wanted  to  raise  these 
issues  with  the  committee. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Crapo  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THE  HONORABLE  MICHAEL  D.  CRA 
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BEFORE  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

MARCH  23,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  and  the  members  of  the  committee  for 
allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  subcommittee 
today  regarding  the  FY96  appropriations.  Specifically,  I  would 
like  to  address  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Energy. 

The  citizens  of  the  United  States  must  be  able  to  live  in  warm,  dry 
and  well -lighted  living  conditions,  and  they  must  also  be  assured 
of  personal  health  and  safety.  We  can  have  comfortable,  safe 
conditions  and  a  high  standard  of  living  while  reducing  the  amount 
of  environmental  degradation. 

In  the  last  six  years  the  Department  of  Energy  appropriations  for 
Energy  Supply  Research  and  Development  activities  has  steadily 
increased.  As  the  appropriations  level  for  non-nuclear  (solar, 
windmill,  geothermal  etc..)  related  research  and  development  has 
steadily  increased,  the  appropriations  for  nuclear  research  and 
development  have  decreased.  In  the  Fiscal  Year  1990,  the  nuclear 
research  and  development  appropriation  was  $596  million  and  the 
non-nuclear  research  and  development  appropriation  was  $144 
million.  By  Fiscal  Year  1995  the  situation  had  flip  flopped.  The 
nuclear  research  and  development  appropriation  was  $203  million, 
and  non-nuclear  research  and  development  was  $388  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  nuclear  energy  has  proven  itself  as  a  viable  and  safe 
source  of  energy  in  this  country.  The  anti-nuclear  attitude  of 
this  Administration  is  literally  draining  the  lifeblood  of  nuclear 
research  and  development  appropriations.  Research  and  development 
activities  for  nuclear  energy  power  should  be  restored  and  a 
balance  maintained. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  President's  proposed  FY96  budget 
includes  a  $4.4  billion  reduction  in  Environmental  Management 
funding  over  the  next  five  years.  The  Department  of  Energy's 
estimates  show  that  this  reduced  level  of  funding  will  increase  the 
multi-billion  dollar  gap  between  Environmental  Restoration  and 
Waste  Management  funding  requirements  and  projected  funding  over 
the  next  five  years.  In  addition,  the  defense  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  included  a  $100  million  rescission  of 
Environmental  Management  funding.  Likewise,  the  recent  Disaster 
Relief  Supplemental  Appropriation  bill  included  another  $73  million 
rescission  of  Environmental  Management  funding.  In  all  likelihood, 
these  cuts  will  result  in  violations  of  the  clean-up  agreements 
between  the  federal  government  and  the  states. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  reductions  in  funding  are  necessary, 
but  we  must  treat  them  with  common  sense.   The  real  problems  in 


Environmental  Management,  those  to  health  and  safety,  must  be 
treated  first.  We  must  find  better  ways  to  do  things.  If  we  use 
the  technology  that  we  have  now,  we  will  never  be  able  to  afford 
the  cleanup  problems  that  we  have. 

The  state  of  Idaho,  and  the  District  I  represent,  seek  a  number  of 
goals  in  our  national  energy  plan: 

o  Seek  a  solution  to  the  nuclear  waste  management  problem  and  a 
reduction  in  the  amount  of  nuclear  waste  that  is  generated; 

o  Seek  to  prevent  hostile  entities,  whether  foreign  or  domestic 
from  obtaining  nuclear  materials; 

o  Seek  to  have  a  stable  energy  supply  to  support  the  economic 
growth  of  this  society.  This  will  require  a  mix  of  energy  sources 
including  conservation  measures  and  renewable  power  sources.  We 
must  develop  the  answers  to  our  energy  challenges  domestically; 

Our  energy  production  must  itself  be  safe.  I  believe  we  must 
satisfy  these  demands  and  that  in  fact  we  are  very  close  to  doing 
just  that.  Be  assured  that  these  particular  issues  are  of  the 
highest  importance  to  my  District  and  to  me,  and  I  hope  to  achieve 
the  goals  of  clean,  safe,  secure,  and  sufficient  energy. 

Thank  You. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  your  testimony  and  share 
your  concern.  It  is  not  easy  answers  that  we  are  trying  to  find  here. 

Mr.  Crapo.  I  am  aware  that  there  are  tough  questions  about 
budget  cutting,  but  I  am  addressing  the  trends  here  as  well  as 
whatever  numbers  we  end  up  having  to  use. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  certainly — ^you  have  made  some  very  good 
points — we  will  certainly  be  keeping  those  in  mind  when  we  put 
this  bill  together. 

Mr.  Crapo.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
McCLELLAN-KERR  NAVIGATIONAL  SYSTEM 

WITNESS 
HON.  STEVE  LARGENT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  OKLAHOMA 

Mr.  Myers.  Tim,  you  have  15  minutes.  Do  you  mind  if  we  take 
Steve  here? 

The  committee  would  be  pleased  to  hear  our  colleague  from  Okla- 
homa, Congressman  Largent.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be 
placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Largent.  Thank  you.  I  would  like  to  submit  my  statement 
for  the  record  and  just  comment  very  briefly  and  answer  any  ques- 
tions you  might  have.  And  I  think  Tim  and  I  are  here  on  the  same 
effort.  So  we  are  trying  to  double-team  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Would  you  like  to  come  up  at  the  same  time? 

Mr.  Largent.  I  have  got  another — Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  here  to 
speak  on  behalf  of  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam. 

As  a  member  of  the  Budget  Committee,  we  are  making  some 
very  difficult  decisions,  as  you  know,  and  one  of  the  things  that  I 
always  look  at  is  the  ability  that  the  Federal  Government  has  to 
leverage  the  dollars  that  we  do  spend.  There  is  a  proper  role  for 
the  Federal  Government,  and  I  think  that  when  we  can  define 
those  roles,  define  them  clearly,  and  clearly  infrastructure,  building 
infrastructure  for  development,  business  development  and  commu- 
nity development  that,  that  is  a  proper  role  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

That  is  what  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  is  all  about. 
It  is  something  that  has  stimulated — we  have  some  statistics  in  my 
testimony  that  reflect  that  $1.4  billion  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  invested  already  in  the  Kerr-McClellan  Arkansas  River 
Navigation  System — $3.5  billion  in  public  and  private  investments 
and  created  53,000  jobs.  That  is  a  good  bang  for  the  buck  of  the 
Federal  dollars  being  spent. 

And  so  what  we  are  talking  about,  by  building  the  Montgomery 
Point  Lock  and  Dam,  is  further  investment  so  that  we  can  protect 
those  jobs  that  have  been  created  through  this  effort  and  not  allow 
this  to  simply  go  away  because  of  the  current  low  levels  of  water 
that  are  existing — because  of  the  lack  of  this  dam. 

And  so,  again,  as  a  member  of  the  Budget  Committee,  we  are 
making  some  very  hard  decisions  and  having  to  say  no  to  a  lot  of 
people.  But  in  my  perspective,  and  I  would  tell  you  that  I  am  one 
of  the  very  tough  fiscally  minded  budget  hawks  on  that  committee 
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who  has  said  "no"  very,  very  often,  that  in  my  opinion,  this  is 
something  that  is  very  worthy  for  your  consideration.  I  think  it  is 
a  very  good  investment  in  our  infrastructure  and  would  commend 
it  to  you  for  your  consideration. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Largent  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

THE  HONORABLE  STEVE  LARGENT 

MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 

1ST  DISTRICT  OF  OKLAHOMA 

BEFORE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  my  privilege  to  speak  in  support 
of  continued  funding  for  water  resource  development  for  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  and  the 
McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.  Before  I  begin,  I  want  to  acknowledge  the 
presence  of  four  distinguished  Oklahomans  who  are  here  today:  Mr.  Glen  L.  Cheatham,  Jr.  - 
Manager,  Waterways  Branch  -  Oklahoma  Department  of  Transportation  and  Executive  Vice 
President,  Arkansas  Basin  Development  Association;  John  Neas,  President  -  National  Petroleum 
Sales;  Bob  Portiss,  Port  Director  -  Tulsa  Port  of  Catoosa;  and  Scott  Robinson,  Port  Director  - 
Port  of  Muskogee. 

As  a  member  of  the  Budget  Committee,  I  am  well  aware  of  the  fiscal  constraints  that  we 
in  Congress  confront  on  a  day-in-and-day-out  basis.  It  is  imperative  that  Congress  set  its 
spending  priorities  such  that  we  get  "the  biggest  bang  for  the  taxpayer's  buck."  I  know  that  is 
a  cliche,  however,  I  sincerely  believe  that  federal  spending  needs  to  meet  that  criteria.  Having 
said  that,  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  is  testament  to  prudent,  and 
more  importantly,  successful  federal  spending. 

I  would  commend  to  your  attention  the  fact  that  the  $1.4  billion  federal  infrastructure 
investment  authorized  by  the  Congress  has  stimulated  an  additional  $3.5  billion  in  public  and 
private  investments.  Additionally,  some  53,000  jobs  have  been  created  as  a  result  of  this 
project.  Moreover,  1994  was  a  record  year  for  tonnage  with  over  11  million  tons  of 
commodities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Kerr-McClellan  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  is  currently 
being  threatened  by  low  water  levels  of  the  Mississippi  River.   In  recent  years,  the  surface  of 
the  Mississippi  has  lowered  resulting  in  navigation  restrictions  on,  and  occasional  closing  of, 
the  entrance  channel.    As  I  understand,  the  low  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  is  projected  by 
the  Corps  to  continue  to  decline.    Consequently,  the  navigable  depth  of  the  entrance  channel 
will  become  less  and  less  -  drastically  reducing  the  carrying  capacity  for  barges  going  to  or 
from  the  system.    The  construction  of  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  which  is  to  be 
constructed  1/2  mile  from  the  confluence,  will  ensure  reliable  navigation,  and  ensure  the 
protection  of  the  billions  in  federal  and  private  investments,  and  preserve  thousands  of  jobs 
related  to  the  waterway. 
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The  Subcommittee's  recognition  of  the  importance  of  constructing  Montgomery  Point 
and  your  appropriations  in  the  last  five  budgets  is  greatly  appreciated.   I  strongly  urge  the 
Appropriations  Committee  to  fund  this  project  according  to  the  President's  budget.   I  would 
also  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  specifically  insert  bill  language  to  "direct  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  complete  the  access  road  and  service  facilities  development  in  FY  96  utilizing 
available  funds  and  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  construction  using  appropriated  funds  of 
the  Treasury  instead  of  Inland  Waterway  Trust  Fund  monies."    I  believe  this  language  will 
ensure  that  the  needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  stated  previously,  I  am  fully  aware  of  the  fiscal  limitations  which 
Congress  is  facing,  and  accordingly,  I  have  been  hesitant  to  ask  for  scarce  federal  dollars.   I 
do,  however,  consider  this  an  extremely  worthy  project  which  not  only  strengthens  our 
infrastructure,  but  also  stimulates  much  needed  private  investment  and  creates  related  jobs. 

In  conclusion,  I  believe  this  project  is  vital  and  should  be  funded.    The  entire 
Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  remains  at  risk,  and  will  remain  so  until  the  Montgomery 
Point  Lock  and  Dam  is  constructed.    Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  granting  me  this 
opportunity  to  testify,  and  for  your  consideration  and  assistance  on  this  extremely  worthwhile 
project. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  Let  me  preach  just 
a  little  bit  to  you  as  a  new  Member  of  the  Budget  Committee. 

Appropriators  have  hearings  like  this  and  we  hear  testimony  like 
the  Montgomery  Lock  and  Dam.  But  often  we  have  Members  of  the 
Budget  Committee  who  don't  have  hearings  and  they  reprioritize. 
You  set  the  level  and  let  us  decide  within  that  to  make  the  adjust- 
ments and  I  think  we  can  do  a  better  job  of  micromanaging  than 
the  Budget  Committee. 

And  I  know  that  you  have  a  difficult  job  and  we  do  too,  but  we 
ask  you  to  let  us  make  the  decision.  You  tell  us  how  many  dollars 
we  have  to  spend  and  we  will  make  the  adjustments  accordingly. 

Mr.  Largent.  Believe  me,  you  are  preaching  to  the  choir.  I  agree 
with  you.  We  will  set  the  cap  and  let  you  make  the  decisions.  I  am 
all  for  that.  We  are  a  new  breed,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  have  noticed  that,  too. 

Mr.  Largent.  Thank  you  for  your  time. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECTS 

WITNESSES 
HON.   TIM   HUTCfflNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN   CONGRESS   FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 
HON.   JAY   DICKEY,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN   CONGRESS   FROM   THE 

STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 
WALLY  GIERINGER,  CHAIRMAN,  ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  INTERSTATE 

COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Myers.  Now  we  will  recognize  Arkansas  again. 

Tim,  we  are  pleased  to  have  you  this  morning.  Your  prepared 
statements  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  am  glad  to 
come  before  you  as  not  a  Member  of  the  budget  committee. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  had  to  get  that  in. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  understand,  and  begging  your  indulgence, 
and  Mr.  Bevill's,  for  not  being  at  the  prayer  breakfast.  I  hope  you 
will  forgive  me  that.  I  was  praying  for  the  Montgomery  Lock  and 
Dam. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  were  AWOL,  though. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  was,  but  I  try  to  not  make  that  a  custom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  forgive  you. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  But  I  certainly  appreciate  the  opportunity  also 
to  come  before  the  subcommittee  and  commend  you,  Mr.  Myers, 
Mr.  Bevill,  the  Ranking  Member,  for  the  work  that  you  have  done 
and  your  commitment  to  our  Nation's  infrastructure. 

I  can  add  very  little  to  what  Steve  Largent  said  as  to  the  impor- 
tance of  the  project  that  we  come  before  you  and  our  concern  about 
the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.  It  is  truly 
one  of  the  success  stories  that  we  have  had.  And  the  committee,  I 
think  has  long  recognized  the  importance  of  the  system.  You  have 
been  very  supportive  of  its  development. 

It  is  in  jeopardy.  And  it  dissects  my  congressional  district,  the 
third  district  of  Arkansas  coming  in  Fort  Smith,  Arkansas  and 
flowing  down  to  Little  Rock  and  going  on  across  the  State  of  Ar- 
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kansas,  and  we  believe  that  it  is  very  much  in  jeopardy  as  to  its 
future  viabiHty. 

The  President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  includes  $3.4  million  for 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.  And  I  would,  in  the  strongest 
sentiments,  encourage  the  subcommittee  to  fully  fund  that  request. 

And  equally  important  would  be  to  urge  that  the  committee  in- 
clude statutory  language  directing  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
complete  the  construction  of  the  access  and  service  facilities  for  the 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.  And  we  really  believe  that  that 
kind  of  firm  direction  in  statutory  language  is  essential  if  the  Corps 
is  to  proceed.  And  I  know  Wally  in  a  moment  will  be  explaining 
the  need  for  that  in  greater  detail  but  I  hope  that  you  will  give  that 
favorable  consideration. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hutchinson  follows:] 
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The  Honorable  Tim  Hutchinson 

Appropriations  Subconnnittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  23.  1995 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.   I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  the  subcommittee  today  and  I  commend  you  and  the  ranking  member  for 
your  commitment  to  our  nations' s  infrastructure. 

I  know  Mr.  Wally  Gieringer  is  no  stranger  to  many  members  of  this 
subcommittee.   For  a  long  time  now,  Mr.  Gieringer  has  been  working 
tirelessly  on  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  the 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.   I  know  of  no  other  individual  who  can 
appear  before  this  committee  today  who  has  a  greater  understanding  of  the 
importance  of  these  projects. 

The  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  is  a  true  success 
story.   This  committee  has  long  recognized  the  importance  of  the  system 
and  has  been  very  supportive  of  its  development. 

The  president's  FY96  budget  includes  $3.4  million  for  Montgomery 
Point  Lock  and  Dam.   I  would  encourage  the  subcommittee  to  fully  fund  this 
request  and  I  would  further  urge  that  the  committee  include  statutory 
language  directing  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  "complete  the 
construction  of  the  access  and  service  facilities  for  the  Montgomery  Point 
Lock  and  Dam. " 

Thank  you,  again,  for  this  opportunity.   I  look  forward  to  your 
consideration  of  this  matter. 


907 

Mr.  Bevill.  Tim,  you  want  us  to  explain  it  to  them?  Is  that  it? 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Explain  it  to  them.  And  I  know  Mr.  Bevill  and 
Mr.  Myers  know  exactly  how  that  can  be  done. 

Wally  Gieringer  is  no  stranger  to  this  subcommittee  and  for  a 
long  time  he  has  been  working  tirelessly  on  the  McClellan-Kerr  Ar- 
kansas River  Navigation  System  and  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock 
and  Dam  in  particular.  I  know  of  no  other  individual  who  can  ap- 
pear before  this  committee  today  who  has  a  greater  understanding 
of  the  importance  of  these  projects. 

First,  I  will  yield  to  my  dear  colleague,  Mr.  Dickey,  who  shares 
a  similar  concern  on  this  project,  with  the  indulgence  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  Dickey.  With  due  deference  to  the  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  discuss  with  you  the  project  called 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.  Immediately  following  my  testi- 
mony, members  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee 
will  highlight  for  you  the  importance  of  this  project. 

The  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  is  the  southwest- 
ern most  year-round  navigation  artery  in  the  Nation.  This  unique 
position  makes  it  invaluable,  not  only  to  the  States  of  Arkansas 
and  Oklahoma  through  which  it  runs,  but  it  also  serves  the  States 
of  Kansas,  Missouri,  Colorado,  Nebraska,  Iowa  and  New  Mexico. 

From  the  ports  and  terminals  located  along  the  waterway,  com- 
modities are  shipped  and  received  from  ports  throughout  the 
25,000  mile  inland  navigation  system  and  foreign  ports  worldwide 
by  way  of  New  Orleans.  The  Arkansas  River  ports  are  major  inter- 
modal  hubs  that  link  the  waterway  to  rail,  truck  and  the  airways 
to  provide  the  most  efficient  movement  of  the  Nation's  commerce 
domestically  and  to  the  world  markets.  The  movement  of  raw  ma- 
terials and  finished  products  to  the  point  of  origin  into  the  ultimate 
consumer  and  the  economic  forces  that  act  on  the  transport  of 
these  commodities  is  not  well  publicized  and  receives  little  public 
attention. 

The  first  10  miles  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Naviga- 
tion Project  consists  of  the  White  River  Entrance  Channel.  The  pro- 
posed Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  would  be  located  within 
this  reach  of  the  navigation  system  where  the  minimum  water 
level  on  the  Mississippi  River  fluctuates.  Changes  on  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  have  been  observed  for  a  number  of  years  and  re- 
sulted in  dangerously  low  water  levels  in  the  White  River  Entrance 
Channel.  These  changes  have  impacted  the  navigability  of  the  over- 
all waterway. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point  out  a  few  more  important 
aspects  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Navigational  System.  During  fiscal 
year  1994,  over  11  million  tons  of  goods  were  shipped  via  the 
McClellan-Kerr  system.  This  includes  products  from  at  least  eight 
States,  including  agricultural,  steel,  and  oil  that  is  transferred 
worldwide. 

The  administration  included  $3.4  million  in  its  budget  for  contin- 
ued engineering  and  design  and  land  acquisition  for  the  project.  To 
ensure  shipping  is  not  halted  and  trade  stopped  via  its  waterway, 
we  must  act  this  year. 

In  its  fiscal  year  1996  markup,  I  am  asking  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Subcommittee  for  bill  language 
that  directs  the  Corps  to  complete  the  access  road  and  service  fa- 
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cilities  development  in  fiscal  year  1996  utilizing  available  funds 
and  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  construction  using  appropriated 
funds  of  the  Treasury  instead  of  inland  waterway  trust  fund  mon- 
ies. If  built  soon,  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  will  help 
ensure  the  safety  of  in-  and  out-bound  shipping  via  the  waterway 
and  strengthen  trade  in  chis  region  of  the  United  States. 

Concerning  the  Red  River  projects,  I  would  like  to  briefly  talk 
about  the  projects  that  the  members  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Asso- 
ciation highlighted  to  this  subcommittee  two  days  ago.  I  certainly 
lend  my  support  to  the  detailed  testimony  presented  by  Judge  John 
Stroud,  President  of  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  regarding  Ar- 
kansas projects  as  well  as  the  needs  of  other  members  of  the  four- 
state  Red  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee. 

Of  great  importance  to  the  Red  River  Valley  Association  is  to  fur- 
ther protect  the  severely  caving  banks  that  threaten  to  worsen  the 
alignment  of  Red  River  in  southern  Arkansas  and  will  make  re- 
pairs more  difficult  and  costly  as  well  as  threaten  the  earlier  bank 
protection  work  on  this  part  of  river.  We  request  $12  million  for  the 
construction  of  Dickson  Revetment  and  Canale  Revetment  and  for 
funds  to  initiate  engineering  and  design  of  Finn  Revetment  Phase 
II  and  Hurricane  Revetment.  This  portion  of  the  Red  River  in 
which  these  revetments  are  to  be  built  is  described  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  as  having  the  most  extensive  bank  caving.  These  re- 
vetments and  repair  of  1990  flood  damage  are  important  to  protect 
the  alignment  and  integrity  of  the  previous  work  done  on  this  part 
of  the  river. 

It  is  important  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  given  the  ability 
to  study  the  inadequacies  of  the  project  levees  in  Arkansas,  from 
Index,  Arkansas  to  the  Louisiana  State  line.  The  potential  failures 
of  these  levees  is  causing  great  concern  to  the  levee  district.  The 
study  of  the  condition  of  the  levees  and  the  continued  design  of  po- 
tential remedies  are  needed  in  the  coming  fiscal  year  to  address  the 
deteriorating  situation  and  renovate  some  existing  levees. 

Congress  appropriated  $3.5  million  to  continue  the  project  during 
fiscal  year  1994  and  $1.5  million  during  fiscal  year  1995,  and  we 
request  $2  million  to  be  appropriated  to  condition  these  levee  reha- 
bilitation projects. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  testified  earlier  this  year  for  funds  to  ini- 
tiate a  reconnaissance  study  of  drainage  in  Miller  County,  Arkan- 
sas. The  project  is  known  as  the  McKinney  Bayou  Project,  as  it  is 
the  principal  drainage  ditch  in  the  county.  Due  to  the  thousands 
of  acres  of  land  cleared  in  Miller  County  during  the  past  25  years, 
the  ditch  is  inadequate  to  handle  the  drainage  after  heavy  rains. 
I  hope  you  will  support  the  Arkansas  Red  River  Association's  re- 
quest that  the  $450,000  contained  in  the  President's  budget  be  ap- 
propriated to  allow  initiation  of  this  reconnaissance  study  during 
fiscal  year  1996. 

Reconnaissance  studies  have  identified  the  importance  of  the  Lit- 
tle River  County,  Arkansas  project.  Congress  appropriated 
$200,000  for  a  feasibility  study  to  be  performed  during  fiscal  year 
1996,  but  the  study  has  not  been  performed  for  lack  of  cost  sharing. 
I  hope  that  you  will  support  the  Association's  request  that  these 
funds  be  used  for  the  feasibility  study  without  the  requirement  of 
cost  sharing.  The  Arkansas  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Service 
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has  informed  us  that  $200,000  will  be  adequate  to  conduct  this 
study. 

One  last  thing,  the  Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project.  Congress 
appropriated  $16  million  for  the  Red  River  Chloride  Control  Project 
for  fiscal  year  1995.  Due  to  objections  filed  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  project  has  not  proceeded.  I  am  currently 
working  with  Members  from  the  Oklahoma  and  Texas  delegations 
to  resolve  all  issues  raised  by  the  service.  I  ask  that  these  funds 
remain  available  for  this  project  until  these  issues  are  resolved. 

Thank  you  for  your  time.  And  I  introduce  Mr.  Gieringer. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Dickey  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 
of 
THE  HONORABLE  JAY  DICKEY 
Fourth     District     -     Arkansas 
before   the 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
APPROPRIATIONS    COMMITTEE 
Regarding 
FY    1996    Appropriations     Requests    for    Projects    of    the    Red 
River    Valley,    and    the    Montgomery    Point    Lock    and    Dam 


March  23,   1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thanks 
for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  again  in  support  of  Corps  of 
Engineers  flood   control   and   navigation   projects   important  to 
Arkansas  and  the  Mid-South  United  States. 

MONTGOMERY  POINT  LOCK  AND  DAM 

Mr.  Chairman,   I  would  like  to  discuss  with  you  a  project  of 
significant  economic  importance  to  Arkansas  and  the   Mid-South,  the 
construction  of  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.     Immediately 
following   my  testimony,   members  of  the   Arkansas   River  Basin 
Interstate   Committee   will    highlight   to   you   the   importance   of  this 
project. 

The  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  is  the 
southwestern   most  year-round   navigation   artery   in  the   nation.     This 
unique  position  makes  it  invaluable  not  only  to  the  states  of 
Arkansas  and  Oklahoma  through  which  it  runs,  but  it  also  serves  the 
states  of  Kansas,  Missouri,  Texas,  Colorado.  Nebraska.  Iowa,  and  New 
Mexico. 

From  the  ports  and  terminals  located  along  the  waterway, 
commodities  are  shipped  and  received  from  ports  throughout  the 
25,000   mile   inland   navigation   system   and   foreign   ports  worldwide 
by  way  of  New  Orleans.    The  Arkansas  River  ports  are  major 
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intermodal   hubs  that  link  the  waterway  to  rail,  truck,  and  the 
airways  to  provide  the   most  efficient  movennent  of  the   nation's 
commerce  domestically  and  to  the  world  markets.     The  movement  of 
raw  materials  and  finished  products  from  the  point  of  origin  to  the 
ultimate  consumer  and  the  economic  forces  that  act  on  the  transport 
of  these   commodities   is   not  well   publicized   and   receives   little 
public    attention. 

The  first  ten   miles  of  the   McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas   River  Navigation 
Project  consists  of  the  White  River  Entrance  Channel.     The  proposed 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  would  be  located  within  this  reach 
of  the   navigation   system  where  the  minimum  water  level  on  the 
Mississippi   River  fluctuates.     Changes  on  the  Mississippi   River  have 
been  observed  for  a  number  of  years  and  have  resulted  in  dangerously 
low  water  levels  in  the  White  River  Entrance  Channel.     These 
changes  have  impacted  the   navigability  of  the  overall  waterway. 

Mr.  Chairman,   I  would  like  to  point  out  a  few  more  important  aspects 
of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Navigational  System.     During  FY  94,  over  11 
million  tons  of  goods  were  shipped  via  the  McClellan-Kerr  system. 
This   includes  products  from  at  least  eight  states,   and   agriculture, 
steel,    and   oil   that   is   transferred   worldwide. 

The   Administration   included  $3.4   million   in   its  budget  for  continued 
engineering  and  design,  and  land  acquisition  for  the  project.     To 
ensure  shipping  is  not  halted,  and  trade  stopped  via  the  waterway, 
we  must  act  this  year.     In  its  FY  96  mark-up,  I  am  asking  the  Energy 
and   Water   Development  Appropriations   Subcommittee  for  bill 
language  that  directs  the  Corps  to  complete  the  access  road  and 
service   facilities   development   in    FY   1996   utilizing   available   funds 
and  to   proceed   expeditiously  with   construction   using   appropriated 
funds  of  the  Treasury  instead  of  Inland  Waterway  Trust  Fund  moneys. 

If  built  soon,  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  will  help  ensure 
the  safety  of  in-  and  out-bound  shipping  via  the  waterway,  and 
strengthen  trade  in  this  region  of  the  United  States. 

RED  RIVER  PROJECTS 

I  would   like  to  briefly  talk  about  the  projects  that  the   members  of 
the   Red   River  Valley  Association   highlighted   to  this   subcommittee 
two  days  ago.     I  certainly  lend  my  support  to  the  detailed  testimony 
presented  by  Judge  John  Stroud,  President  of  the  Red  River  Valley 
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Association,   regarding  Arkansas  projects,  as  well  as  the  needs  of 
other  members  of  the  four-state   Red   River  Basin   Interstate 
Committee. 

RED  RIVER  EMERGENCY  BANK  PROTECTION 

Of  great  importance  to  the  Red  River  Valley  Association   is  to 
further  protect  the  severely  caving   banks  that  threaten  to  worsen 
the  alignment  of  the  Red  River  in  Southern  Arkansas,  and  make 
repairs   more  difficult  and  costly,  as  well  as  threaten  the  earlier 
bank  protection  work  on  this  part  of  the  river.     We  request  $12 
million  for  the  construction  of  Dickson   Revetment  and  Canale 
Revetment  and  for  funds  to  initiate  engineering  and  design  of  Finn 
Revetment  Phase  II  and  Hurricane  Revetment.     This  portion  of  the 
Red  River  in  which  these  revetments  are  to  be  built  is  described  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  as  having  the  most  extensive  bank  caving. 
These  revetments,  and  repair  of  1990  flood  damage,  are  important  to 
protect  the  alignment  and  the  integrity  of  the  previous  work  done  on 
this   part   of  the   river. 

RED    RIVER    LEVEES   AND   BANK   STABILIZATION    BELOW 
DENISON  DAM 

It  is  important  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  given  the  ability  to 
study  the  inadequacies  in  the  project  levees  in  Arkansas,  from  Index. 
Arkansas,  to  the  Louisiana  state  line.     The  potential  failures  of 
these  levees  is  causing  great  concern  to  the  Levee  Districts.     The 
study  of  the  condition  of  the  levees  and  the  continued  design  of 
potential   remedies  are  needed  in  the  coming  fiscal  year  to  further 
address  the  deteriorating   situation   and   renovate  some   existing 
levees.     Congress  appropriated  $3.5  million  to  continue  the  project 
during  FY  1994  and  $1.5  million  during  FY  1995,  and  we  request  $2 
million   be   appropriated  to   continue  these   levee   rehabilitation 
projects. 

MCKINNEY  BAYOU  PROJECT 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  testified  earlier  this  year  for  funds  to 
initiate  a  reconnaissance  study  of  drainage  in   Miller  County, 
Arkansas.     The  project  is  known  as  the  McKinney  Bayou  Project,  as  it 
is  the  principal  drainage  ditch  in  the  County.     Due  to  the  thousands  of 
acres  of  land  cleared  in  Miller  County  during  the  past  25  years,  the 
ditch  is  inadequate  to  handle  the  drainage  after  heavy  rains.     I  hope 
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you  will  support  the  Arkansas  Red  River  Association's  request  that 
the  $450,000  contained  in  the  President's  budget  be  appropriated  to 
allow  initiation  of  this   reconnaissance   study  during   FY   1996. 

LITTLE    RIVER    COUNTY.    ARKANSAS 

Reconnaissance  studies   have   identified  the   importance  of  the  Little 
River  County,  Arkansas  project.     Congress  appropriated  $200,000  for 
a  feasibility  study  to  be  performed  during  FY  1996,  but  the  study  has 
not  been  performed  for  lack  of  cost  sharing.     I  hope  that  you  will 
support  the  Association's  request  that  these  funds  be  used  for  the 
feasibility  study  without  the   requirement  of  cost   sharing.      The 
Arkansas  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Service  has  informed  us  that 
$200,000  will  be  adequate  to  conduct  this  study. 

RED  RIVER  CHLORIDE  CONTROL  PROJECT 

Congress  appropriated  $16  million  for  the   Red   River  Chloride  Control 
project  for  FY  1996.     Due  to  objections  filed  by  the  US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  project  has  not  proceeded.     I  am  currently 
working  with  members  from  the  Oklahoma  and  Texas  delegations  to 
resolve  all  issues  raised  by  the  Service.     I  ask  that  these  funds 
remain  available  for  this  project   until  these   issues  are   resolved. 

INTRODUCTION   OF   ARKANSAS    RIVER    BASIN 
INTERSTATE    COMMISSION 

At  this  time,  Mr  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill,  I  would  like  to  introduce 
Wally  Gieringer,   Chairman  for  the  Arkansas  River  Basin   Interstate 
Committee,   and   other   representatives   interested   supportive   of  the 
construction  of  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.     Again,  thank 
you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this 
subcommittee    this    morning. 
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Mr.  Bevill.  Jay,  we  will  also  be  missing  those  words.  We  were 
told  we  would  have  100  days  but  we  were  not  told  that  we  would 
have  100  nights. 

Mr.  Dickey.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Myers.  If  you  had  done  any  reconnaissance,  you  would  have 
known  that.  We  always  said  "recon." 

Our  colleague,  we  welcome  you  here  again. 

Mr.  Gieringer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  good  to  be  back 
with  you.  I  notice  you  are  sitting  in  a  new  chair.  The  Chairman 
used  to  have  a  real  tall  chair. 

Mr.  Myers.  Et  tu  Brute? 

Mr.  Bevill.  That  always  brings  on  my  story,  Mr.  Chairman.  You 
know,  when  I  passed  the  gavel  over  to  him  at  the  beginning  of  this 
session,  I  was  telling  him  that  the  worst  thing  about  the  change, 
since  we  have  been  sitting  side  by  side  for  17  years,  we  have  al- 
ways worked  together  but  the  biggest  trouble  about  the  change 
that  bothered  me  was  I  lost  my  big  comfortable  chair.  And  I  had 
never  sat  in  one  of  these  little  chairs  before.  And  just  as  I  said 
that,  I  looked  around  and  the  big  chair  was  gone. 

As  you  see,  he  is  such  a  gentleman  that  he  said — when  I  asked 
him  what  happened  to  my  chair,  he  said,  "I  sold  it  and  applied  the 
money  to  the  deficit." 

Mr.  Myers.  If  he  had  told  me  that  years  ago,  I  would  have  been 
glad  to  let  him  have  that  chair  and  moved  him  down  to  the  end. 
I  would  have  accommodated  him  a  long  time  ago. 

Mr.  Gieringer.  I  am  Wallace  Gieringer.  I  recently  retired  as  ex- 
ecutive director  of  the  Pine  Bluff  Jefferson  County  Port  Authority. 
It  is  my  honor  to  serve  as  Chairman  for  the  Arkansas  River  Basin 
Interstate  Committee,  members  of  which  are  appointed  by  the  gov- 
ernors of  Arkansas,  Colorado,  Kansas,  Missouri,  and  Oklahoma.  As 
Chairman,  I  will  be  the  spokesman  for  the  committee  and  request 
that  copies  of  each  State's  individual  statements  be  made  a  part  of 
the  record  along  with  this  testimony. 

We  collectively  have  the  responsibility  to  coordinate  water  re- 
source matters  among  the  States  and  speak  for  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin  before  Members  of  Congress  and  regulatory  agencies.  We  are 
joined  by  members  of  the  Interstate  Committee  and  others  from 
our  States  who  are  here  in  support  of  our  request.  With  your  per- 
mission, I  would  ask  them  to  stand  so  that  you  may  recognize 
them. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  would  be  pleased  to  recognize  them.  Thank  you 
for  coming  up  today. 

Mr.  Gieringer.  Thank  you.  The  members  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
mittee have  agreed  to  focus  on  one  project  vital  to  the  five-State 
area  and  beyond.  We  are  much  like  the  man  who  said  I  have  good 
news  and  I  have  bad  news.  The  good  news  is  that  the  McClellan- 
Kerr  Arkansas  Navigation  River  System  had  a  record  year  in 
1994 — over  11  million  tons  of  commodities.  Also  as  good  news,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  reports  a  99  percent  return  on  its  investment, 
$1.5  billion  which  triggered  another  $3.5  billion  in  private  and  pub- 
lic investments. 

The  bad  news  is  that  the  future  of  this  wonderful  multipurpose 
navigation  system  is  threatened.  It  is  as  if  we  are  sitting  on  a  se- 
ries of  time  bombs.  And  each  bomb  is  more  serious,  more  deadly 
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than  the  one  preceding  it.  First,  the  system  will  be  crippled.  Let 
me  explain  some  charts  that  we  have  here. 

The  first  chart  shows  the  Mississippi  River  and  the  first  10  miles 
of  the  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.  Norrell  Lock  and  Dam 
is  10  miles  upstream.  When  the  system  was  opened  in  1970  as  de- 
signed, we  had  a  nine-foot  navigation  channel.  In  recent  years,  the 
surface  of  the  Mississippi  River  has  lowered.  It  has  dropped  down 
from  110  feet  down  to  104  feet  above  mean  sea  level.  The  water 
depth,  this  is  in  low  water  stages.  The  water  depth  of  the  Arkansas 
River  Navigation  System  depends  on  the  Mississippi.  So  we  have 
had  restricted  navigation  with  depths  of  7.2  feet.  The  Corps  has  al- 
ready found  it  necessary  to  dredge  to  the  depth  of  the  concrete  sill 
of  Norrell  Lock  and  Dam,  which  is  10  miles  upstream. 

The  real  bomb  is — the  series  of  bombs — the  Mississippi  continues 
to  scour  the  bottom  and  the  low  water  levels  continue  to  get  lower 
and  lower.  The  navigable  depth,  consequently,  of  the  entrance 
channel  gets  less  and  less.  This  means  that  instead  of  having  a 
fully  loaded  barge,  say  1,500  tons  with  9  foot  draft,  you  are  down 
to  barges  with  1,200  tons  or  a  thousand  tons  or  less.  Of  course  if 
you  don't  use  the  carrying  capacity,  the  economic  viability  is  de- 
stroyed. 

Eventually,  the  Corps  projected  by  2030,  the  Mississippi  low- 
water  level  will  have  gotten  down  to  95  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 
The  sill  at  Norrell  Lock  and  Dam  is  above  that.  There  will  be  no 
water  for  navigation,  the  entire  system  depends  on  this  10-mile 
stretch.  All  of  the  bombs  will  have  exploded. 

The  solution  is  Montgomery  Point  constructed  half  a  mile  up- 
stream from  the  Mississippi  to  ensure  reliable  navigation,  protect 
the  billions  in  Federal  and  private  investment,  and  preserve  thou- 
sands of  jobs  related  to  the  waterway. 

In  our  testimony,  we  have  a  status  report  and  in  that  status  re- 
port there  are  a  series  of  facts.  Let  me  highlight  just  a  very  few 
of  them. 

The  Congressional  Record  June  19,  1990,  it  is  the  view  of  the  au- 
thorizing committee  that  the  lock  and  dam  is  authorized.  The 
Water  Resource  Development  Act  of  1992  directed  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  construction  of  Montgomery 
Point  Lock  and  Dam  authorized  as  part  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Wa- 
terway by  Section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946. 

The  very  next  section  of  the  Water  Resource  Development  Act 
specifically  authorized  navigation  projects  on  the  Illinois  and  Mis- 
sissippi Rivers  to  be  paid  half  from  amounts  appropriated  from  the 
Inland  Waterway  Trust  Fund.  Clearly,  if  Congress  had  intended  to 
utilize  the  trust  fund  to  pay  for  Montgomery  Point,  it  would  have 
included  it  with  the  projects  authorized  in  the  very  next  section  of 
the  act.  The  fact  is  that  it  demonstrates  the  trust  fund  was  not  to 
be  used  for  Montgomery  Point. 

The  user  board  in  a  report  to  Congress  in  1993  said,  Montgomery 
Point  Lock  and  Dam  is  included  in  the  original  authorization  of  the 
McClellan-Kerr  Navigation  System.  Funds  for  the  project  should  be 
considered  100  percent  Federal  responsibility.  A  precedent  exists  in 
the  1980s  and  1990s,  Congress  added  funds  for  the  construction  of 
Red  River  locks  and  dams  under  their  pre- 1986  construction  au- 
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thority.  The  Corps  followed  the  direction  of  Congress.  Inland  Wa- 
terway Trust  Funds  were  not  used. 

Another  fact:  Corps  of  Engineers  Civil  Works  Director  in  Novem- 
ber of  1993  stated  that  the  Montgomery  Point  Project  has  been 
deemed  economically  justified.  Thanks  to  this  committee's  fore- 
sight, in  1994,  a  million  dollars  was  appropriated  to  build — pardon 
me — to  acquire  the  land  necessary  for  the  lock  and  dam  project. 
The  Little  Rock  District  initiated  land  acquisition  in  December  of 
1994. 

Another  fact:  The  Corps  scheduled  construction  funding,  reveals 
the  construction  cost  of  $163  million,  rounded,  of  which  some  $10 
million  has  been  appropriated  by  the  Congress.  The  President's 
budget,  we  are  grateful  this  year,  and  it  shows  the  support  of  ad- 
ministration, including  $3.4  million  for  Montgomery  Point  for  fiscal 
year  1996. 

Well,  the  bad  news  is  the  time  bombs  continue  to  tick.  Time  is 
of  the  essence.  The  good  news  is,  Montgomery  Point  will  defuse  the 
time  bombs  and  navigation  will  be  maintained  on  the  waterway. 
Further  congressional  action  is  needed. 

We  request  no  additional  funds  beyond  those  in  the  President's 
budget  for  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.  We  urge  the  Con- 
gress to  specifically,  in  bill  language,  direct  the  Corps  to  complete 
the  access  road  and  service  facilities  in  fiscal  year  1996  utilizing 
available  funds  and  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  construction 
using  appropriated  funds  of  the  Treasury.  This  will  ensure  that  the 
sorely  needed  facilities  are  in  operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the 
lowest  possible  cost. 

In  conclusion,  the  entire  Arkansas  River  navigation  system  is  at 
risk.  It  is  threatened.  It  will  remain  at  risk  until  Montgomery 
Point  is  constructed.  That  will  take  four  to  five  years.  Some  $5  bil- 
lion in  Federal  and  private  investments  and  thousands  of  jobs  are 
endangered.  The  needed  lock  and  dam  was  in  the  original  project 
and  thanks  to  congressional  assistance,  the  construction  authority 
remains  open. 

We  respectfully  request  that  you  and  members  of  your  staff  re- 
view and  respond  in  a  positive  way  to  the  attached  individual 
statements  of  each  our  States  which  set  forth  specific  requests  per- 
taining to  those  States. 

Finally,  for  the  record  we  wish  to  state,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
are  very  concerned  about  the  administration's  proposed  policy 
changes  that  will  severely  restrict  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Corps'  water  resource  projects.  We  urge  this 
distinguished  committee  to  preserve  the  Corps'  historical  role  in 
navigation  and  flood  control  projects  which  are  extremely  impor- 
tant not  only  to  our  region  but  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

We  thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  your  assistance  in  the 
past.  We  appreciate  your  foresight  and  wisdom  which  you  and  your 
colleagues  have  shown  in  providing  solutions  to  water  resource 
problems  each  and  every  year. 

[The  statements  follow:] 
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SUMMARY  OF  ORAL  STATEMENT 

of 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  INTERSTATE  COMMITTEE 

to 

THE  CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

and 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  23,  1995 


The  entire  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  is  at  risk  and  its  long-term  viability  is  threatened.  Some 
$5  billion  in  federal  and  private  investments  and  thousands  of  jobs  are  endangered.  The  System  will 
remain  at  risk  until  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  is  constructed,  which  will  take  four  to  five 
years.  The  needed  lock  and  dam  was  in  the  original  project  authorization.  Thanks  to  Congressional 
insistence,  the  construction  authority  remains  open. 

The  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee  requests  no  additional  funds  beyond  those  in  the 
President's  budget.  We  urge  the  Congress  to  specifically  in  bill  language  "direct  the  Corps  to 
complete  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  access  road  and  service  facilities  development  in  FY 
96  utilizing  available  funds  and  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  construction  using  appropriated  funds 
of  the  Treasury  instead  of  Inland  Waterway  Trust  Fund  moneys."  This  will  ensure  that  the  sorely 
needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  INTERSTATE  COMMITTEE 

to 

THE  CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

and 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  23,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  distinguished  Committee,  my  name  is  Wallace  Gieringer.  I  have 
recently  retired  as  Executive  Director  of  the  Pine  Bluff-Jefferson  County  (Arkansas)  Port  Authority.  It  is  my 
honor  to  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee,  members  of  v\/hich  are 
appointed  by  the  governors  of  the  great  states  of  Arkansas,  Colorado,  Kansas,  (Missouri  and  Oklahoma. 
As  Chairman,  I  will  be  the  spokesman  for  the  Committee  and  respectfully  request  that  the  copies  of  each 
state's  individual  statement  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  along  with  this  testimony. 

We  collectively  have  the  responsibility  to  coordinate  water  resource  matters  among  the  states  and  to  speak 
for  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  in  appearances  before  committees  of  Congress  and  regulatory  agencies.  We 
are  joined  today  by  members  of  the  Interstate  Committee  and  others  from  our  states  who  are  present  in 
support  of  our  request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  members  of  the  Interstate  Committee  have  agreed  to  focus  on  one  project  vital  to  the 
five-state  area  and  beyond.   We're  much  like  the  man  who  said  "I  have  good  news  and  bad  news." 

The  good  news  is  that  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  is  quite  a  success  story.  The 
$1 .4  billion  federal  infrastructure  investment  authorized  by  the  Congress  has  triggered  an  additional  $3.5 
billion  in  public  and  private  investments.  Some  53,000  jobs  have  been  created.  1994  was  a  record  year 
for  tonnage  with  over  1 1  million  tons  of  commodities. 

The  bad  news  is  that  the  future  of  this  wonderful  multi-purpose  navigation  system  is  threatened.  It  is  as 
if  we  are  sitting  on  a  series  of  time  bombs.  Each  bomb  is  more  serious,  more  deadly  than  the  one 
preceding  it.    First  the  system  will  be  crippled  -  eventually  destroyed. 


Let  me  explain. 


The  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  River  controls  the  level  of  the  entrance  channel.  In 
recent  years,  the  surface  of  the  Mississippi  has  lowered  resulting  in  navigation  restrictions 
on,  and  occasional  closing  of,  the  entrance  channel.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  already 
found  it  necessary  to  dredge  to  the  depth  of  the  concrete  sill  of  Non-ell  Lock  and  Dam  ~ 
the  first  dam  upstream  -  to  maintain  the  authorized  9'  entrance  channel  (exhibit  1). 

The  low  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  is  projected  by  the  Corps  to  continue  to  decline. 
Consequently,  the  navigable  depth  of  the  entrance  channel  will  become  less  and  less, 
thereby  drastically  reducing  the  carrying  capacity  for  barges  going  to  or  from  the  system. 
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By  2030,  not  even  empty  tows  will  be  able  to  enter  or  leave  the  navigation  system.  They 
will  be  resting  on  the  bottom  with  no  water  (exhibit  2).   All  the  bombs  will  have  exploded! 

The  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam,  to  be  constructed  1/2  mile  from  the  confluence,  will 
ensure  reliable  navigation,  protect  the  billions  in  federal  and  private  investments,  and 
preserve  thousands  of  jobs  related  to  the  waterway. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  thank  you  and  the  members  of  this  most  important  committee  for  your  foresight  in  FY 
1991  by  appropriating  $1  million  for  purchase  of  the  land  required  for  the  project.  Using  those  funds,  the 
land  is  being  purchased  in  this  year. 

Your  recognition  of  the  urgency  of  constructing  Montgomery  Point  and  your  appropriations  in  the  last  five 
budgets  is  sincerely  appreciated.  We  are  also  grateful,  and  it  should  be  noted,  that  the  President's  budget 
includes  $3.4  million  for  Montgomery  Point  for  FY  1996 

The  bad  news  is  the  time  bombs  continue  to  tick  and  time  is  of  essence.  The  good  news  is  that 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  will  defuse  those  bombs,  make  them  harmless,  and  save  the  system. 
But  further  congressional  action  is  needed! 

We  request  no  additional  funds  beyond  those  In  the  President's  budget.  We  urge  the  Congress  to 
specifically  in  bill  language  "direct  the  Corps  to  complete  the  access  road  and  service  facilities 
development  in  FY  96  utilizing  available  funds  and  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  construction  using 
appropriated  funds  of  the  Treasury  instead  of  Inland  Waterway  Trust  Fund  moneys."  This  will  ensure 
that  the  sorely-needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  entire  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  remains  at  risk  and  its  long- 
term  viability  is  threatened.  The  System  will  remain  at  risk  until  Montgomery  Point  is  constructed, 
which  will  take  four  to  five  years.  Some  $5  billion  in  federal  and  private  investments  and  thousands 
of  jobs  are  endangered.  The  needed  lock  and  dam  was  in  the  original  project  authorization.  Thanks 
to  Congressional  insistence,  the  Construction  authority  remains  open. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  respectfully  request  that  you  and  members  of  your  staff  review  and  respond  in  a  positive 
way  to  the  attached  individual  statements  from  each  of  our  states  which  set  forth  specific  requests 
pertaining  to  those  states. 

We  thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  assistance  and  are  deeply  appreciative  of  the  foresight  and 
wisdom  you  and  your  colleagues  have  shown  in  providing  solutions  to  water  resource  problems  each  and 
every  year. 
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MONTGOMERY  POINT  LOCK  AND  DAM  STATUS 
MARCH  16,  1995 


FACT: 

"It  is  the  view  of  the  authorizing  committee  that  the  lock  and  dam 

currently  under  study  by  the  Corps  ~  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  — 
is  authorized." 

'The  committee  report  also  provides  that  the  funds  may  be  used  for  land 
acquisition  for  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  ~  a  step  that  ordinarily 
represents  the  first  step  in  construction  for  the  project.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  these  funds  are  being  used  with  the  understanding  that  the  lock  and  dam 
is  authorized  as  an  element  of  the  original  authorized  project." 

Congressional  Record,  June  19,  1990 

FACT: 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  (WRDA)  of  1992  directed  the 
Secretary  (of  the  Army)  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  the  .  .  . 
construction  of  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  authorized  as  part 
of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Waterway  by  Section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  July  24,  1946. 

Sec  112  of  PL  102-580,  the  WRDA  of  1992 

The  very  next  section  specifically  authorized  navigation  projects  on  the 
Illinois  and  Mississippi  Rivers  to  be  "paid  half  from  amounts  appropriated 
from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  and  half  from  amounts  appropriated 
from  the  Inland  Waterways  Trust  Fund." 

Sec  113  of  PL  102-580,  the  WRDA  of  1992 

Clearly,  if  the  Congress  had  intended  to  utilize  the  Trust  Fund  to  pay  for 
Montgomery  Point  it  would  have  included  it  with  the  projects  authorized 
in  the  very  next  section  where  the  Trust  Fund  was  specifically  noted. 
The  fact  it  did  not  demonstrates  that  the  Congress  had  determined  the 
Trust  Fund  was  not  to  be  used  for  the  Montgomery  Point  project. 
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FACT: 

The  Inland  Waterways  Users  Board  ".  .  .  believes  that  the  proposed 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  is  included  in  the  original 
authorization  for  the  McClellan-Kerr  Navigation  System  and  that  funds 
for  the  project  should  be  considered  a  100  percent  Federal 
responsibility. 

.  The  construction  of  this  project  appears  necessary  to  the  Board  to 
protect  the  federal  investment  of  over  $1.5  billion  and  the  equally  high 
level  investment  from  private  regional  development  which  has  occurred 
in  the  basin  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Navigation  System." 

Aug'93  Inland  Waterways  Users  Board  report  to  Congress 

FACT 

A  precedent  exists!  In  the  80's  and  90's  the  Congress  added  funds  for 
the  construction  of  the  Red  River  Locks  and  Dams  under  their  pre-1986 
construction  authority.  The  Corps  followed  the  direction  of  Congress. 
Inland  Waterways  Trust  Fund  moneys  were  not  used. 

FACT: 

"The  Montgomery  Point  project  has  been  deemed  economically 
justified." 

Corps'  Director  of  Civil  Works,  November,  1993 

FACT: 

The  Little  Rock  District  initiated  land  acquisition  in  December  '94  as 
directed  by  ASA(CW)  using  funds  previously  appropriated  by  the 
Congress.  All  real  estate  interests  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  during  FY 
^95. 


FACT: 

The  Corps  Schedule  of  Construction  Funding  reveals  a  construction  cost 

of  $163,173,636  of  which  some  $10  million  has  been  appropriated  by  the 
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Congress. 

Corps  Memorandum  for  Construcrion,  MPL&D 

The  President's  budget  includes  $3.4  million  for  Montgomery  Point  for 
FY96. 

FACT: 

*  The  entire  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  remains  at  risk  and  its 
long-term  viability  is  threatened.  The  System  will  remain  at  risk  until 
Montgomery  Point  is  constructed,  which  will  take  four  to  five  years. 

*  Some  $5  billion  in  federal  and  private  investments  and  thousands  of 
jobs  are  endangered.  The  needed  lock  and  dam  was  in  the  onginal  project. 
Thanks  to  Congressional  insistence,  the  construction  authority  remains  open. 

*  To  ensure  that  the  urgently  needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as 
possible,  at  the  lowest  possible  cost,  CONGRESSIONAL  ACTION  IS 
NEEDED: 

No  additional  funds  beyond  those  in  the  President's  budget 
are  requested 

Congress  is  urged  to  specifically  in  bill  language  ^'direct 
the  Corps  to  complete  the  access  road  and  service  facilities 
development  in  FY96  utilizing  available  funds  and  to 
proceed  expeditiously  with  construction  using  appropriated 
funds  of  the  Treasury  instead  of  Inland  Waterway  Trust  Fund 
moneys. " 


926 


STATEMENT  OF 

WALLACE  A.  GIERINGER,  CHAIRMAN  FOR  ARKANSAS 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  INTERSTATE  COMMITTEE 

to 

THE  CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

and 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

RELATIVE  TO  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE  COMPREHENSIVE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  FOR  FY  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  my  name  is  Wallace  Gieringer.  I  am 
the  recently  retired  Executive  Director  of  the  Pine  Bluff -Jeff erson  County  Port 
Authority  and  serve  as  Arkansas  Chairman  for  the  Interstate  Committee.  Other 
committee  members  representing  Arkansas  are  Messrs.  Wayne  Bennett,  soybean  and 
rice  farmer  from  Lonoke;  Michael  C.  Carter,  attorney  from  Fort  Smith;  Colonel 
Charles  C.  Maynard,  U.S.  Army,  retired;  and  Barry  McKuin,  Executive  Vice 
President  for  Winrock  Farms,  Inc.  at  Morrilton. 

The  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  is  quite  a  success  story. 
The  $1.4  billion  federal  infrastructure  investment  authorized  by  the  Congress  has 
triggered  an  additional  $3.5  billion  in  public  and  private  investments.  Some 
53,000  jobs  have  been  created. 

Today  the  future  of  this  wonderful  navigation  system  is  threatened.  Let  me 
explain. 

*  The  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  controls  the  level  of  the  entrance 
channel.  In  recent  years,  the  surface  of  the  Mississippi  has  lowered 
resulting  in  navigation  restrictions  on,  and  occasional  closing  of, 
the  entrance  channel. 

*  The  low  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  is  projected  by  the  Corps  to 
continue  to  decline.  Consequently,  the  navigable  depth  of  the 
entrance  channel  will  continue  to  lower  thereby  drastically  reducing 
the  carrying  capacity  for  barges  going  to  or  from  the  system.  By 
2030,  not  even  empty  tows  will  be  able  to  enter  or  leave  the 
navigation  system.  They  will  be  resting  on  the  bottom  with  no  water. 

*  The  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  to  be  constructed  1/2  mile  from  the 
confluence  will  insure  reliable  navigation,  protect  the  billions  in 
federal  and  private  investments,  and  preserve  thousands  of  jobs 
related  to  the  waterway. 

We  are  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  thank  you  and  the  members  of  this  most  important 
committee  for  your  past  assistance  and  to  urge  appropriation  of  funds  necessary 
to  construct  the  urgently  needed  Montgo.mery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.  Your  foresight 
in  FY  '91  in  appropriating  $1  million  for  purchase  of  the  land  required  for  the 
project  was  crucial.  Using  those  funds,  the  land  is  being  purchased  in  this 
year . 

Your  recognition  of  the  urgency  of  constructing  Montgomery  Point  and  your 
appropriations  in  the  last  five  budgets  is  sincerely  appreciated.  We  are  also 
grateful,  and  it  should  be  noted,  that  the  President's  budget  includes  $3.4 
million  for  Montgomery  Point  for  FY  1996. 
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Mr.  C3ialrman  and  Members  of  the  Cooonittee,  we  request  no  additional  fiinds  beyond 
those  in  the  President's  budget.  We  urge  the  Congress  to  specifically  in  bill 
language  "direct  the  Corps  to  complete  the  access  road  and  service  facilities 
development  in  FY  96  utilizing  available  funds  and  to  proceed  expeditiously  with 
construction  using  appropriated  funds  of  the  Treasury  instead  of  Inland  waterway 
Trust  Fund  moneys.*  This  will  ensure  that  the  sorely-needed  facility  is  in 
operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

The  urgency  of  the  project  is  such  that  design  and  construction  need  to  be 
carried  out  concurrently  rather  than  sequentially,  as  now  planned.  To  do 
otherwise  is  causing  a  delay  in  providing  the  needed  structure  and  jeopardizing 
the  integrity  of  the  entire  McClellan- Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System. 

Other  projects  in  our  region  are  vital  to  the  environment,  social  and  economic 
well-being  of  the  region  and  our  nation.  We  support  the  Administration's  budget 
requests  for  continued  construction  of  needed  features  to  the  McClellan-Kerr 

I    Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  strongly  recommend  that  you  favorably 

I    consider  the  following  in  your  deliberations: 

Support  for  all  funding  included  in  the  President's  budget  for  the 
construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas 
River  Navigation  System. 

Continue  construction  authority  for  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River 
Navigation  Project  until  remaining  problems  identified  by  the  Little  Rock 
District  Corps  of  Engineers  have  been  satisfactorily  resolved. 

Continue  to  fund  Preconstruction  Engineering  and  Design  (PED)  activities 
for  the  Arkansas  River  Levees  project  as  authorized  by  Section  110  of  the 
water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1990  to  include  the  Tucker  Creek  area 
in  the  vicinity  of  Conway,  AR.  These  levees  have  been  previously  studied 
in  the  cost-shared  Arkansas  River,  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma,  Feasibility 
Study. 

Fund  continued  repair  and  rehabilitation  of  the  power  units  at  the 
Dardanelle  Lock  and  Dam  which  first  went  into  operation  in  1965.  After 
this  work  is  completed,  power  output  will  be  increased  by  13%. 

Direct  the  Corps  to  complete  the  Morgan  Point  Environmental  Restoration 
project  and  allow  the  local  sponsor  to  receive  credit  for  in -kind  services. 

Provide  funding  and  direct  the  Corps  to  complete  the  installation  of  tow 
haulage  equipment  at  Norrell  Dam  and  Dam  2  and  thereafter  on  the  locks  and 
dams  between  Little  Rock  and  Tulsa.  This  efficiency  feature  will  reduce 
lockage  time  by  as  much  as  50%  while  permitting  tonnage  to  double  in  each 
tow  with  only  a  minor  increase  in  operating  cost. 

We  also  urge  the  Congress  to  continue  to  encourage  the  Military  Traffic 
Management  Command  to  redouble  its  efforts  to  identify  opportunities  to 
accelerate  use  of  the  nation's  navigable  waterways  to  move  military  cargoes  and 
thereby  help  contain  the  nation's  defense  costs. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  entire  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  remains 
at  risk  and  its  long-term  viability  is  threatened.  The  system  will  remain  at 
risk  until  Montgomery  Point  is  constructed,  which  will  take  four  to  five  years. 
Some  $5  billion  in  federal  and  private  investments  and  thousands  of  jobs  are 
endangered.  The  proposed  lock  and  dam  was  in  the  original  project  authorization. 
Thanks  to  Congressional  insistence,  the  construction  authority  remains  open. 

We  fully  endorse  the  statement  presented  to  you  today  by  the  Chairman  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  your  most  important  subcommittee  and  urge  you  to  favorably 
consider  our  request  for  needed  infrastructure  investments  in  the  natural  and 
transportation  resources  of  our  nation. 


89-757  0—95 30 
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Summary  Statement  of  Kansas 

Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee  Testimony 

to 

The  Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Appropriations  Committee 

United  States  Senate  and  United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.C. 

March  23,  1995 

The  water  resource  projects  in  the  Kansas  portion  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  have  been  carefully 
reviewed  and  reflect  accurately  the  need.  Many  of  the  projects  are  safety,  environmental  and  conservation 
oriented. 

In  addition  to  the  projects  summarized  below,  we  state  our  unanimous  support  for  the  $3.4  million  included 
in  the  President's  budget  for  the  critical  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  Project  to  maintain  viable 
navigation  for  commerce  between  the  McClellan-Ken-  Waterway  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

We  ask  for  your  support  for  these  important  Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects: 

1 .  City  of  Wichita/Groundwater  Management  District  No.  2/State  of  Kansas  Groundwater  Recharge 
Demonstration  Projects  -  a  $3,500,000  pilot  project  to  demonstrate  the  feasibility   of  recharging  a 
major  groundwater  resource  supplying  water  to  nearly  500,000  municipal,  industrial  and  irrigation  users 
and  will  also  reduce  potential  degradation  of  the  existing  groundwater  quality  by  minimizing  migration 
of  saline  water. 

2.  Cheney  Reservoir  -  on  the  North  Fork  of  the  Ninnescah  River  providing  natural  treatment  of  inflows 
in  the  upper  reaches  of  Cheney  Reservoir  to  control  poor  water  quality  due  to  agricultural  runoff.  The 
funding  request  is  $300,000  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  $1,411,400  for  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency. 

3.  On-going  Water  Quality/Environmental  Research  -  Authorization  of  on-going  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
research  Is  critical  to  protecting  existing  supplies. 

We  ask  for  your  support  for  these  equally  important  projects  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers: 

1 .  Arkansas  City,  Kansas  Flood  Protection  -  to  protect  homes  and  businesses  from  catastrophic 
damages  resulting  from  either  Walnut  River  or  Arkansas  River  flooding.    Funding  in  the  amount  of 
$4,612,000  is  requested. 

2.  Winfield,  Kansas  Flood  Protection  -  this  project  will  raise  and  extend  an  existing  levee  to  provide 
badly  needed  flood  control  for  the  city.   The  funding  request  is  $670,000. 

3.  Grand  (Neosho)  River/Basin  -  Research  in  the  amount  of  $2,500,000  to  determine  the  source  of  flood 
problems  upstream  of  Grand  Lake  and  to  identify  potential  solutions.   The  existing  problems  and 
needed  solutions  impact  both  Kansas  and  Oklahoma. 

4.  On-going  Water  Quality/Environmental  Protection  Research  -  Authorization  of  on-going  Corps  of 
Engineers  research  is  essential  as  is  demonstration  project  funding. 

5.  Kanapolis  Lake  Water  Quality  Storage  Reallocation  -  We  urge  you  to  support  the  Kansas  Water 
Office  request  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  reallocate  existing  water  quality  storage  for  public  supply 
availability  for  agricultural  communities. 

We  urge  your  support  of  this  Department  of  Intenor  project: 

1 .  QuivJra  National  Wildlife  Refuge  -  An  engineering  study  to  Identify  the  watershed-based  options 
available  for  producing  the  most  efficient  use  of  resources  for  the  refuge  and  irrigation  needed  to 
support  the  area  agricultural  economy.   The  funding  request  is  $760,000. 
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Statement  of 

Gerald  H.  Holman,  Chairman  for  Kansas 

Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee 

to 

The  Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Appropriations  Committee 

United  States  Senate 

and 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.C. 

March  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  distinguished  Committee,  I  am  Gerald  H.  Holman,  Senior  Vice  President 
of  the  Wichita  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Wichita,  Kansas  and  Chairman  of  the  Kansas  Interstate 
Committee  for  the  Arkansas  River  Basin.  This  statement  is  submitted  today,  representing  the  Kansas 
Delegation.  Other  members  of  the  Kansas  Delegation  are  Arthur  T.  Woodman,  Architect,  with  offices  in 
Wichita;  James  O.  Foster,  (Retired)  manager  of  Special  Projects,  Boeing  Commercial  Airplane  Co.,  Wichita 
Division;   and  Frank  Liebert,  Attorney-At-Law,  Coffeyville. 

We  are  honored  to  join  with  our  colleagues  from  the  states  of  Arkansas,  Colorado,  Missouri  and  Oklahoma, 
which  five  (5)  states,  including  Kansas,  comprise  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee.  We 
appear  before  you  in  unison  today  and  fully  endorse  the  statement  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin  Interstate  Committee. 

In  addition  to  the  important  projects  listed  below,  we  state  our  unanimous  support  for  the  construction  of 
the  critical  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  Project  to  maintain  viable  navigation  for  commerce  between 
the  McClellan-Kerr  Watenvay  and  the  Mississippi  River.  This  inland  watenway  is  vital  to  the  economic 
health  of  the  five-state  area  and  your  support  is  needed  to  maintain  its  future  viability.  We  hereby  state 
our  unanimous  support  for  the  $3.4  million  included  in  the  President's  budget  for  the  project. 

We  support  the  statement  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee  that  no  additional  funds  are 
requested  beyond  those  in  the  President's  budget.  We  urge  the  Congress  to  specifically  In  bill 
language  "direct  the  Corps  to  complete  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  access  road  and 
service  facilities  development  in  FY  96  utilizing  available  funds  and  to  proceed  expeditiously  with 
construction  using  appropriated  funds  of  the  Treasury  instead  of  Inland  Waterway  Trust  Fund 
moneys."  This  will  ensure  that  the  sorely-needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the 
lowest  possible  cost. 

The  water  resource  projects  in  the  Kansas  portion  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  have  been  carefully 
reviewed  by  the  Kansas  Delegation  and  reflect  accurately  the  need.  Many  of  the  projects  are  safety, 
environmental  and  conservation  oriented.  We  are  grateful  for  your  past  commitment  and  respectfully 
request  your  continued  commitment. 

We  ask  your  support  for  these  important  Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects  for  the  Wichita  area: 

1 .  City  of  Wichita/Groundwater  Management  District  No.  2/State  of  Kansas  Groundwater 

Recharge  Demonstration  Project  -  this  is  the  continuation  of  a  Bureau  project  to 


demonstrate  the  feasibility  of  recharging  a  major  groundwater  resource  supplying  water  to 
nearly  one-half  million  municipal,  industrial  and  irrigation  users.  The  technology  also  has 
application  to  other  areas  throughout  the  nation.  The  full  scale  project,  when  implemented, 
will  capture  flood  flows  from  the  Little  Arkansas  River  providing  water  for  use  during  times 
of  low  rainfall  or  dry  conditions  and  will  also  reduce  potential  degradation  of  the  existing 
groundwater  quality  by  minimizing  migration  of  saline  water.  This  project  is  vital  to  the 
future  of  the  metropolitan  Wichita  area  and  surrounding  farming  communities.  Partial 
project  funding  in  the  amount  of  $3,500,000  is  requested  Supporting  letters,  signed  by 
the  Governor,  are  attached. 

2.  Cheney  Reservoir  -  the  reservoir  is  a  major  and  critical  component  of  Wichita's  water 
supply  resources.  Two  environmental  problems  threaten  the  water  quality  and  longevity 
of  the  reservoir.  One  is  sedimentation  from  soil  erosion  and  the  other  is  the  amount  of 
phosphates  entering  the  water  resulting  in  offensive  taste  and  odor  problems.  Potential 
pollution  sites  in  the  watershed  above  the  resen/oir  have  been  identified  along  with  best 
management  practices  that  can  help  reduce  the  pollution  from  those  sites.  While  the 
Bureau  constructed  the  reservoir  and  has  remained  involved  in  on-going  support,  cost 
share  funding  is  requested  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  Consolidated  Farm  Services 
Agency,  through  the  ACP  program  in  the  amount  of  $300,000  and  $1,411,400  for  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  Clean  Lake  Grant  for  implementing  soil  conservation 
practices  consistent  with  the  Management  Plan. 

3.  On-going  Water  Quality  and  Environmental  Research  -  Aggressive  and  innovative 
treatment  techniques  must  be  identified  and  implemented  to  protect  our  valuable  water 
resources  from  increasing  environmental  problems.  Authorization  of  on-going  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  research  is  critical  to  protecting  existing  resources. 

You  have  given  your  previous  support  to  many  important  local  protection  projects  in  Kansas  including  Great 
Bend  and  Halstead  flood  control.  Both  projects  are  now  completed  and  we  are  most  grateful  for  the 
construction  authorization.  Both  projects  will  stop  flooding  and  citizens  of  these  communities  and 
surrounding  agricultural  areas  will  benefit  from  your  foresight  for  generations  to  come.  The  Halstead  project 
was  delayed  in  completion  and  the  floods  of  1993  cost  many  millions  of  dollars  in  damage  which  could 
have  been  prevented  by  an  earlier  completion.  Fortunately,  loss  of  life  did  not  occur.  Since  our  agricultural 
communities  have  historically  experienced  major  flood  disasters,  we  are  justifiably  interested  in  rapidly 
moving  to  completion  other  needed  projects.  However,  our  small  communities  do  not  have  the  funds  nor 
engineering  expertise  necessary  to  provide  adequate  flood  damage  reduction  measures. 

Therefore,  consistent  with  your  previous  authorizations,  we  ask  for  your  support  for  the  following  Corps  of 
Engineers  projects: 

1 .  Arkansas  City,  Kansas  Flood  Protection  -  this  project  is  in  response  to  a  critical  need 
to  protect  homes  and  businesses  from  catastrophic  damages  that  would  result  from  either 
Walnut  River  or  Arkansas  River  flooding.  The  Corps  has  extensively  coordinated  with  the 
city  and  various  state  agencies  in  the  development  of  this  project,  which  when  completed, 
will  eliminate  damage  in  a  multi-county  area  and  also  result  in  benefits  to  the  state  of 
Oklahoma  just  a  few  miles  south  of  the  project.  The  estimated  federal  cost  for  this  project 
is  $2,612,000 

2.  Winfield,  Kansas  Flood  Protection  -  this  project  will  raise  and  extend  an  existing  levee 
to  provide  badly  needed  flood  control  for  the  city.  Your  continued  support  of  this  important 
project  is  requested  in  the  amount  of  $670,000. 

3.  Grand  (Neosho)  River  Basin  -  The  Grand-Neosho  River  Committee,  formed  at  the  request 
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of  both  the  Kansas  and  Oklahoma  Congressional  Delegation,  and  the  Kansas-Oklahoma 
Flood  Control  Alliance  are  evaluating  flood  problems  in  the  Grand-Neosho  River  Basin. 
Research  to  determine  the  source  of  flood  problems  upstream  of  Grand  Lake,  to  evaluate 
whether  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  adequate  flood  control  easements  in  the  upper 
reaches,  and  to  identify  potential  solutions  is  needed.  The  existing  problems  and  needed 
solutions  impact  both  Kansas  and  Oklahoma.  An  inilial  research  allocation  of  $2,500,000 
will  obtain  necessary  nrtapping  and  other  base  data.  We  urge  you  to  authorize  this 
Important  research. 

4  On-going  Water  Quality/Environmental  Protection  Research  ■  Environmental  problems 

are  increasing  the  importance  of  continued  research  to  protect  our  valuable  water 
resources.  Aggressive  and  innovative  treatment  techniques  must  be  identified  and 
implemented.  Authorization  of  on-going  Corps  of  Engineers  research  is  essential,  and  as 
appropriate,  demonstration  project  funding. 

5.  Kanapolis  Lake  Water  Quality  Storage  Reallocation  -  agricultural  communities  in  central 

Kansas  are  in  need  of  additional  public  water  supplies.  A  cost-effective  solution  is 
reallocating  existing  water  quality  storage  in  Kanapolis  Lake  for  public  supply  availability. 
The  Kansas  Water  Office  has  made  a  request  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  authorize  the 
reallocation  which  is  a  most  expeditious  solution  for  central  Kansas.  We  urge  you  to 
support  our  request  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Your  authorization  of  funding  for  a  most  important  U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
project  is  also  requested: 

1 .  Quivira  National  Wildlife  Refuge  -  this  is  a  joint  project  involving  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife 

Service  -  Region  6,  the  State  of  Kansas,  the  local  groundwater  management  district  and 
the  Water  Protection  Association  of  Central  Kansas.  Quivira  provides  a  resting  area  for 
watertowl  and  endangered  species  during  their  annual  migrations  in  the  Central  Flyway. 
The  refuge  is  comprised  of  a  series  of  shallow  pools  totaling  about  6,500  surface  acre-feet 
and  is  part  of  the  Rattlesnake  Creek  basin.  The  Rattlesnake  Creek  basin  has 
experienced  significant  groundwater  and  streamf low  declines  in  recent  years  due  to  climatic 
conditions  as  well  as  expansion  of  irrigated  agriculture.  An  engineering  feasibility  study 
is  needed  to  identity  the  watershed-based  options  available  for  producing  the  most  efficient 
and  effective  use  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Rattlesnake  Creek  basin  to  protect  the 
Wildlife  Refuge  as  well  as  the  agriculture  economy  of  the  area.  Your  support  to  authorize 
funding  in  the  amount  of  $760,000  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  Fish  &  WikJIife 
Service,  is  requested  for  this  project. 

Finally,  we  are  most  concerned  with  the  proposal  to  limit  participation  of  both  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
Bureau  of  Reclamatbn  in  development  of  water  resources  infrastructure.  It  is  vital  to  have  the  integrity  and 
continuity  these  agencies  provide  on  major  public  projects.  Your  thorough  reconsideration  of  this  new 
direction  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  this  Committee,  we  thank  you  for  the  dedicated  manner  in  whk:h  you  and 
your  distinguished  colleagues  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  have  dealt  with  the  Water  Resources 
Programs  and  for  allowing  us  to  present  our  views  and  recommendations  to  you.  We  look  forward  with 
great  expectations  and  hope  tor  the  future  of  water  resource  development  in  Kansas  and  the  Artonsas 
River  Basin 
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October  28,  1993 


Ms.  Elizabeth  Ann  Riake 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Water  and  Science 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Washington,  D.C.    2024-0 


Dear  Assistant  Secretary  Rieke: 


The  State  of  Kansas  water-related  agencies  and  I  are  writing  to  you  to  express  our 
support  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  funding  of  a  pilot  project  proposed  by  the  City 
of  Wichita  in  the  Equus  Beds  Aquifer  area  in  south  central  Kansas. 

The  state  water-related  agencies,  including  the  Kansas  Water  Office,  the  Division  of 
Water  Resources  and  the  Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment,  received  a 
briefing  and  presentation  on  the  proposed  project  that  would  allow  the  city  of  Wichita 
to  make  conjunctive  use  of  local-ground  water  resources,  surplus  surface  water  flows 
and  Cheney  Reservoir,  a  Bureau' of  Reclamation  lake  just  west  of  town.  This  project 
has  a  great  deal  of  local  support  and  the  support  of  the  Equus  Beds  Groundwater 
Management  District  No.  2,  the  political  entity  that  manages  the  bulk  of  the  grouna 
water  proposed  to  be  used  by  the  city. 

This  proposal  would  be  an  alternative  for  the  City  of  Wichita  to  a  very  controversial 
pipeline  project  that  would  involve  interbasin  transfers  of  water  over  a  distance  of 
approximately  150  miles.  The  city  and  the  state  agencies  and  1  believe  that  this 
creative  alternative  is  a  much  more  promising  means  of  meeting  the  water  supply 
needs  of  the  metropolitan  Wichita  area  well  into  the  future. 

The  City  of  Wichita  informed  the  state  agencies  during  their  briefing  that  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  originally  proposed  to  fund  and  support  the  pilot  project  but  is  now 
indicating  that  funds  will  not  be  available  for  such  a  project.  We  are  aware  of  and 
greatly   appreciate   your  sincere   desire   to   make  some   major  improvements   in  the 
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Bureau  of  Reclamation's  policies  and  philosophy  including  the  promotion  o'  creative 
solutions  to  water  supply  problems  and  sustainable  use  of  the  water  resources  of  the 
nation  with  an  emphasis  on  environmentally  sound  water  conseiving  projects.  We 
believe  that  the  Wichita  pilot  project  fits  perfectly  into  this  new  Bureau  of 
Reclamation/Department  of  Interior  philosophy.  It  is  a  creative  solution  geared  to 
conservation  and  sustainable  use  of  the  resources,  both  surface  and  ground  water  in 
tne  surrounding  area.  We  believe  that  this  project  could  be  used  by  the  Department 
of  Interior  and  the  Bureau  as  a  shining  example  of  your  new  philosophy  toward  water 
management.  We  strongly  encourage  you  to  financially  support  this  pilot  project 
which  is  very  important,  not  only  to  the  City  of  Wichita,  but  to  the  long-term 
economic  growth  of  the  State  of  Kansas. 

We  appreciate  your  help  and  suppoa  on  this  very  important  matter.  We  have 
attached  some  briefing  materials  excerpted  from  the  engineering  reports  on  this 
project.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Stephen  A.  Hurst, 
Director  of  the  Kansas  Water  Office,  at  (913)  296-3185. 


lincerely  yours. 


Joan  Sinney  /  Stephen  A.  Hurst.  ^re/£tor 

Go-^^nor  of  Kansas  Kansas  Water  Ofrnce 

David  L.  Pope,  Chief  Engineer  Charles  F.  Jones.  0?rector 

Division  of  Water  Resources  Division  of  Environment 

Kansas  Department  of  Health  and  Environment 
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RATTLKSHAKB  CREEK  BASIH/QUIVIRA  PARTNERSHIP  AGREEMEMT 


GOALS  OF  PARTNERSHIP: 

To  work  in  a  cooperative  manner  to  develop  and  implement  solutions 
to  water  resources  problems  within  the  Rattlesnake  Creek  basin;  to 
use  a  community  involvement  approach  to  address  issues  in  the 
Rattlesnake  Creek  basin;  to  provide  a  line  of  communication  between 
the  Division  of  Water  Resources,  Subbasin  Water  Resources 
Management  Program,  Basin  Management  Team,  the  residents  and  water 
users  located  in  the  targeted  Rattlesnake  Creek  basin. 

STATEMENT  OP  ISSUES: 

Fluctuations  in  the  aquifer  levels  in  the  Rattlesnake  Creek  Basin 
result  in  flows  that  are  inadequate  in  some  years  or  portions  of 
some  years  to  allow  objective  level  management  of  Quivira  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.  Groundwater  withdrawals,  especially  during 
drought  conditions,  reduce  surface  water  flows.  Irrigation  demands 
for  water  often  coincide  with  the  demands  for  water  at  the  refuge. 
The  Partnership  members  desire,  through  management  of  available 
supplies,  to  assure  adequate  water  for  all  users,  to  sustain 
profitable  agriculture  and  abundant  wildlife  and  habitat  and  to 
insure  an  acceptable  standard  of  living  for  basin  residents. 

PARTNERS  OBJECTIVES: 

U.S. Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  -  Assure  adequate  quality  and 
quantity  of  water  for  the  management  of  Quivira  National  Wildlife 
Refuge. 

Division  of  Water  Resources  -  Manage  groundwater  and  surface  water 
of  Rattlesnake  Creek  Basin  within  the  framework  of  the  Kansas  Water 
Appropriation  Act,  K.S.A.  82a-701  et  seg.  ,  enacted  June  28,  1945  as 
subsequently  ammended. 

Big  Bend  Groundwater  Management  District  No.  5  -  Preserve  and 
manage  sustained  yield  of  water  for  all  users  within  the 
Rattlesnake  Creek  Basin. 

Water  Protection  Association  of  Central  Kansas  -  Manage  and 
encourage  the  conservation  of  water  within  the  Rattlesnake  Creek 
Basin  to  meet  the  needs  of  irrigated  agriculture  and  other  water 
users  in  the  basin. 


JOINT  PRINCIPLES: 

1.  The  partners  are  committed  to  a  cooperative  approach  and  to 
acknowledge  the  interests  of  all  residents  within  the  basin. 

2.  Water  conservation  shall  be  a  guiding  principle  for  all 
partners. 

3.  The  partners  are  committed  to  joint  planning  efforts,  to 
minimize  duplication  of  work  and  maximize  use  of  available 
resources . 


4.  The  Partnership  shall  recognize  the  different  obligations, 
duties,  responsibilities  and  roles  that  each  partner  has  outside 
the  Partnership. 

PARTNBRS'  SOLBS  WITHIN  THB  PARTHBRSHIP: 

1.  Partnership  meetings  shall  provide  a  forum  for  all  partners  to 
share  any  data,  studies  or  information  concerning  the  issues  stated 
above.  Each  partner  shall  be  committed  to  sharing  with  all  other 
partners  knowledge  of  planned  or  on-going  studies,  research,  or 
investigations  regarding  any  of  the  issues  stated  above. 

2.  The  partners  will  develop  action  plans  which  are  agreed  upon  by 
all  partners  in  order  to  achieve  the  Partnership  goals. 


jional  Director 
'S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 


Pres.,  Board  of  Direc 
Big  Bend  #5  Groundwat 
Management  District 


2  S..Q .^  L-^-^^ 

:d  of  Directors,  (\  date 

5  Groundwater    ^ 


'.J'.HL 


C-U-'>'^ 


Pres.,  Board  of  Directors, 
Water  Protection  Association 
of  Central  Kansas 


Chief  Engineer,  Kansas  C7  date 


Division  of  Water 
Resources 


STATE  OF  KANSAS 


BILL  CRAVES.  Ciwnwr 
Siatt  Coplw/.  2nd  Floor 
Toptka.  Kansai  66612-1590 


February  21,  1995 


(913)2060232 

1.800-(32-2-«7 

TDD;  I -800-992-01 32 

FAX  (913)  296.7973 


Office  of  the  governor 


Ms.  Elizabeth  Ann  Rleke 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Water  and  Science 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 

OGEice  of  the  Secretary 

Washington,  DC  20240 

Dear  Assistant  Secretary  Rielcc: 

As  the  new  governor,  it  appears  appropriate  to  reaffinn  my  administration's  continued  support  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation's  fiinding  of  a  pilot  project  proposed  for  the  City  of  Wichita  in  the  Equus  Beds 
Aquifer  area  in  South  Central  Kansas. 

For  your  information,  attached  is  a  copy  of  the  original  letter  of  support  Hated  Oaober  28,  1993. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Bill  Gca^ 
GoveWor  of  Kansas 


David  L.  Pope,  Chief  Engineer 
Division  of  Water  Resources 


Ron  Haimnerschmidt,  Acting  Director 
Division  of  Environment 
Kansas  Department  of  Health  and 
Environment 


Attachment 

pc:        Mr.  Chris  Cherches,  City  Manager 

Mr.  David  Warren.  Director,  Wichita  Water  &  Sewer  Dept. 

Mr.  Milce  Dealy,  Manager,  Groundwater  Management  District  No.  2 

Mr.  Dennis  Grams,  EPA  Regional  Administrator 
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/kAnsas 


Duiuld  L.  Jatkj,  Assiitaiit  iccrcciry  ot  Agniriiltiirc 


901  S.  Kansas  Ave., 
Topcka,  KS  66612 


February  10,  1995 
Senator  Dole  and  Representative  Roberts, 


The  Kansas  State  Water  Plan  has  identified  critical  water  resources  concerns  in  the 
Rattlesnake  Creek  Subbasin  in  south-central  Kansas.   To  address  the  particular  concerns  of 
groundwater  declines  and  stream  flow  depletions,  the  Chief  Engineer  ofThe  Division  of 
Water  Resources,  Kansas  Department  of  Agriculmre  recommended  the  development  and 
implementation  of  a  special  management  plan  tailored  to  this  specific  subbasin.   The  Kansas 
Water  Authority  has  agreed  and  has  recommended  funding  from  the  State  Water  Plan  Fund 
for  the  past  two  years.   The  Kansas  Legislanire  and  Governor  have  approved  those 
recommendations,  essentially  as  presented.  — 

The  State's  reaction  to  the  concerns  identified  in  this  area  are  outlined  in  the  attached 
briefing  paper.    In  addition,  local  water  users  and  the  local  agency  charged  with  management 
and  protection  of  groundwater  have  been  active  panicipants.    Led  by  the  organization  Water 
Protection  Association  of  Central  Kansas  (Water  PACK),  local  water  users  and  other 
interested  parties  are  pursuing  the  possibility  of  developing  additional  water  storage  and/or 
water  control  facilities  at  Quivira  Wildlife  Refuge,  owned  and  operated  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior.   These  facilities,  if  feasible,  would 
improve  water  management  at  the  Refuge  and  reduce  its  dependence  on  unreliable  stream 
flows  in  the  Rattlesnake  Creek. 

Such  facilities,  if  they  prove  feasible  from  both  an  engineering  and  economic  standpoint, 
would  be  important  components  in  any  overall  water  management  program  the  Chief 
Engineer  of  the  Division  Water  Resources  might  adopt  for  the  Rattlesnake  Creek  Subbasin. 
Because  water  storage  or  control  facilities  at  the  Refuge  would  have  a-significant  impact  on 
selected  water  management   strategies  and  potentially  positive  effects  on  the  quantity  of  water 
available  for  use  within  the  Subbasin,  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  orAgricuIture  and  the 
Director  of  the  Kansas  Water  Office  support  the  proposed  feasibility  study. 


Sincerely, 

Alice  Devine  Steveii  Hurst 

Secretary  Director 

Kansas  Department  of  Agriculture  Kansas  Water  Office 
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STATEMENT  OF 

JAMES  M.  HEWGLEY,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN  FOR  OKLAHOMA 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  INTERSTATE  COMMITTEE 

March  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  committee,  I  am  James  M.  Hewgley,  Jr.,  OI<lahoma  Chairman  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin  interstate  Committee,  from  Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 

Regarding  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  -  we  request  no  additional  funds  beyond  those  in  the 
President's  budget.  We  urge  the  Congress  to  specifically  in  bill  language  "direct  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  complete  the  access  road  and  service  facilities  development  in  FY  96  utilizing  available 
funds  and  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  construction  using  appropriated  funds  of  the  Treasury 
instead  of  Inland  Waterway  Trust  Fund  moneys."  This  will  ensure  that  the  needed  facility  is  in  operation 
as  soon  as  possible  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

The  Interstate  Committee  recommends  that  $250,000  be  made  available  to  the  Tulsa  District,  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  initiate  an  Assessment  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and 
related  purposes,  in  FY  '96. 

The  committee  requests  an  initial  study  allocation  of  $2.5  million  to  obtain  necessary  mapping  and  other 
base  data  to  evaluate  the  flooding  problems  in  the  Grand-Neosho  River  Basin. 

The  committee  requests  support  of  the  President's  budget  which  includes  $350,000  in  fiscal  year  1996  to 
initiate  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Cimarron  River  Basin. 

We  encourage  you  to  continue  to  fund  the  Partners  for  Environmental  Progress  (PEP)  program  to  assist 
small  cost  sharing  sponsors  deal  with  their  infrastructure  problems  and  facilitate  infusion  of  private 
capital  into  heretofore  public  projects. 

In  the  matter  of  reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Congress  should  consider  amending 
the  Act  to  require  the  consideration  of  economic  impacts  in  a  decision  to  list  a  species  as  endangered  as 
well  as  mandatory  designation  of  critical  habitat  at  the  time  the  specie  is  listed,  if  critical  habitat  is  to  be 
considered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  only  a  summary  of  some  of  the  most  important  items  contained  in  the  detailed 
statement  attached  hereto. 


STATEMENT  OF 

JAMES  M.  HEWGLEY,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN  FOR  OKLAHOMA 

to 

THE  CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

and 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  James  M.  Hewgley,  Jr.,  Oklahoma  Chairman  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee,  from  Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 

It  is  my  privilege  to  present  this  statement  on  behalf  of  the  Oklahoma  Members  of  our  committee  in  support  of 
adequate  fijnding  for  water  resource  development  projects  in  our  area  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin.  Other  members 
of  the  Committee  appointed  by  the  Governor  are:  Mr.  Harold  B.  Scoggins,  of  Muskogee;  Mr.  E.  R.  Albert,  Jr., 
Tulsa;    Mr.  Robert  S.  Kerr,  Jr.,  Oklahoma  City;    and  Mr.  Coleman  Fite,  Muskogee,. 

Together  with  representatives  of  the  other  Arkansas  River  Basin  states,  we  fully  endorse  the  statement  presented  to 
you  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present 
our  views  of  the  special  needs  of  our  State  concerning  several  studies  and  projects. 

As  we  have  testified  in  the  past,  serious  problems  have  arisen  at  the  waterway  entrance  to  the  McClellan-Kerr 
Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.  Extensive  testing  has  proved  that  construction  of  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and 
Dam  will  be  necessary  to  correct  the  problem.  This  project  must  be  started  soon  to  regain/maintain  the  shippers 
confidence  in  the  reliability  of  the  system. 

Your  recognition  of  the  importance  of  constructing  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  and  your  appropriations  for 
the  last  five  budget  cycles  is  sincerely  appreciated.  We  are  very  grateful  that  the  President's  budget  includes  $3.4 
million  for  Montgomery  Point  in  FY  1996. 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  We  request  no  additional  funds  beyond  those  in  the  President's 
budget.  We  also  urge  the  Congress  to  specifically  in  bill  language  "direct  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  complete 
the  access  road  and  service  facilities  development  in  FY  96  utilizing  available  funds  and  to  proceed 
expeditiously  with  construction  using  appropriated  funds  of  the  Treasury  instead  of  Inland  Waterway  Trust 
Fond  moneys."  This  will  ensure  that  the  needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the  lowest 
possible  cost. 

Planning,  design  and  construction  need  to  be  carried  out  concurrently  rather  than  sequentially,  as  is  now  planned. 
Otherwise  there  will  only  be  more  unnecessary  delays  in  providing  the  reliable  service  that  the  shippers  have  been 
promised  from  the  opening  of  the  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  this  distinguished  Committee,  we  would  like  to  respectfully  remind  each  of  you  that  this 
navigation  system  has  brought  low  cost  water  transportation  to  Oklahoma,  Arkansas  and  surrounding  states.  The 
Federal  Government  has  invested  $1.4  billion  in  constructing  the  system  and  there  has  been  $3.5  billion  invested 
by  the  public  and  private  sectors  to  develop  the  landside  facilities  in  the  interim  and  more  than  53,000  jobs  have 
been  created  as  a  result. 
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We  are  pleased  that  the  President's  budget  includes  funds  to  advance  work  for  Flood  Control  in  Oklahoma.  Of 
special  interest  to  our  committee  is  ftinding  of  $4.4  million  for  Mingo  Creek,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma,  and  $1.7  million  for 
Fiy  Creeks,  Bixby,  Oklahoma. 

The  Interstate  Committee  recommends  that  $250,000  be  made  available  to  the  Tulsa  District,  Corps  of  Engineers, 
to  initiate  an  Assessment  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  related  purposes  in  FY 
'96.  This  assessment  will  evaluate  the  economic  impacts  that  the  construction  and  operation  of  this  major  resource 
system  has  had  on  the  Nation,  the  impacted  stales  and  local  areas  along  the  system.  Project  outputs  will  be  identified 
as  to  incidence  of  pnncipal  beneficiary  and  nature  and  magnitude  of  the  outputs  (benefits).  Project  features  will  be 
examined  from  the  perspective  of  whether  or  not  greater  efficiencies  can  be  achieved  by  de-federalizing  project 
components  including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  those  features  such  as  transfer  to  non-federal  governmental 
bodies  or  the  private  sector.   Such  an  assessment  will  provide  a  basic  model  for  similar  projects  around  the  Nation. 

We  also  support  a  proposed  study  supported  by  the  Grand-Neosho  River  Committee  which  would  evaluate  water 
resource  problems  in  the  Grand-Neosho  River  Basin.  The  Grand-Neosho  River  Committee  is  a  multi-state 
organization  with  members  representing  a  full  range  of  basin  concerns  and  water  resource  development  uses.  We 
support  the  initiation  of  studies  to  determine  the  adequacy  of  real  estate  easements  necessary  for  flood  control 
operations  of  Grand  Lake.  The  study  would  determine  the  source  of  flood  problems  upstream  of  Grand  Lake,  would 
evaluate  whether  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  adequate  flood  control  easements  in  the  upper  reaches  of  Grand  Lake, 
and  identify  potential  solutions  to  the  upstream  flooding  problems.  Additional  studies  could  also  evaluate  impacts 
to  other  basin  water  resource  needs  and  interests  and  could  evaluate  a  broad  range  of  water  resource  problems  and 
solutions  in  Kansas  and  Oklahoma.  The  committee  requests  an  initial  study  allocation  of  $2.5  million  in  fiscal  year 
1995  to  obtain  necessary  mapping  and  other  base  data  to  conduct  the  study.  Additional  allocations  over  the  next  four 
years  totalling  $750,000  would  complete  the  study. 

In  addition  to  the  construction  funding  provided,  we  are  pleased  that  funds  were  provided  to  study  water  resource 
development  needs  in  the  Cimarron  River  Basin.  Studies  conducted  by  the  Tulsa  Distnct  in  the  I970's  identified 
the  potential  for  flood  damage  reduction  measures  in  the  Cimarron  River  Basin.  Several  potential  multiple  punxsse 
reservoirs  were  considered  for  development  in  response  to  needs  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  fish  and  wildlife 
and  recreation.  Development  and  operation  of  these  projects  in  conjunction  with  the  existing  system  of  reservoirs 
in  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  would  provide  for  flood  damage  reduction  along  the  Cimarron  River  downstream,  as 
well  as  along  the  Arkansas.  These  projects  would  also  ofTer  the  potential  for  development  of  hydropower  and 
navigation  benefits  along  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.  Considerable  local  interest  has 
developed  in  these  projects,  particularly  the  potential  Crescent  Lake  which  would  be  located  about  15  miles  north 
of  Oklahoma  City,  and  the  Tulsa  District  has  received  letters  of  support  for  initiation  of  reconnaissance  studies  from 
the  Oklahoma  Water  Resources  Board  and  the  mayors  of  Guthrie,  Crescent  and  Oklahoma  City.  The  committee 
requests  support  of  the  President's  budget  which  includes  $350,000  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  initiate  a  reconnaissance 
study  of  the  Cimarron  River  Basin. 

The  Oklahoma  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee  also  requests  your  continued  support  and  fianding  for  the 
Partners  for  Environmental  Progress  (PEP)  program  which  was  initiated  under  the  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Aopropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1991  and  has  been  re-approved  and  funded  every  year  through  fiscal  year  1995. 
We  appreciate  and  support  the  fijnding  provided  in  the  President's  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996.  The  PEP  program 
encourages  greater  private  sector  mvestment  in  water  dependant  environmental  infrastructure  which  has  previously 
been  publicly  funded.  Small  towns,  counties,  water  and  sewer  authorities,  utility  districts  and  other  public  bodies 
who  would  not  otherwise  have  the  techiucal  support  or  financial  expertise  arc  provided  that  support  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  We  encourage  you  to  continue  to  fund  this  important  program  to  assist  these  small  cost-sharing 
sponsors  deal  with  their  infrastructure  problems  and  facilitate  infusion  of  private  capital  into  heretofore  public 
projects. 

We  also  support  funding  for  the  Continuing  Authorities  Program,  including  the  Small  Flood  Control  Projects 
Program,  (Section  205  of  the  1948  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended)  and  the  Emergency  Strcambank  Stabilization 
Program,  (Section  14  of  the  1946  Flood  control  Act,  as  Amended).    We  want  to  express  our  appreciation  for  your 
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continued  s\ipport  of  those  programs. 

Although  the  Small  Flood  Control  Projects  Program  addresses  flood  problems  which  generally  impact  smaller 
communities  and  rural  areas  and  would  appear  to  benefit  only  those  communities,  the  impact  of  those  projects  on 
economic  development  crossed  county,  regional,  and  sometimes  stale  boundaries.  The  communities  served  by  the 
program  frequently  do  not  have  the  funds  or  engineering  expertise  necessary  to  provide  adequate  flood  damage 
reduction  measures  for  their  citizens.  Continued  flooding  can  have  a  devastating  impact  on  community  development 
and  regional  economic  stability. 

Likewise,  the  Emergency  Sireambank  Stabilization  Program  provides  quick  response  engineering  design  and 
construction  to  protect  important  local  utilities,  roads,  and  other  public  facilities  in  smaller  urban  and  rural  settings 
from  damage  due  to  streambank  erosion.  The  protection  afforded  by  this  program  helps  insure  that  important  roads, 
bridges,  utilities  and  other  public  structures  remain  safe  and  useful.  By  providing  small,  affordable  and  relatively 
quickly  constmcted  projects,  these  two  programs  enhance  the  lives  of  many  by  providing  safe  and  stable  living 
environments. 

We  request  your  continued  support  of  the  Flood  Plain  Management  Services  Program  (Section  206  of  the  1960  Flood 
Control  Act)  which  authorizes  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  use  its  technical  expertise  to  provide  guidance  in  flood  plain 
management  matters  to  all  pnvate,  local,  state  and  federal  entities.  The  objective  of  the  program  is  to  support 
comprehensive  flood  plain  management  planrung.  The  program  is  one  of  the  most  beneficial  programs  available  for 
reducing  flood  losses.  The  program  provides  assistance  to  officials  from  cities,  counties,  states  and  Indian  Tribes 
to  ensure  that  new  facilities  are  not  built  in  areas  prone  to  floods.  Assistance  is  also  provided  on  flood  warning, 
flood  proofing  and  other  fiood  damage  reduction  measures.  Critical  flood  plain  information  is  also  provided  on  a 
cost  reimbursable  basis  to  home  owners,  mortgage  companies,  realtors  and  others  for  use  in  fiood  plain  awareness 
and  fiood  insurance  requirements. 

We  also  request  your  continued  support  of  the  Planning  Assistance  to  States  Program  (Section  22  of  the  1974  Water 
Resources  Development  Act)  which  authorizes  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  use  its  technical  expertise  in  water  and 
related  land  resource  management  to  help  States  and  Indian  Tribes  with  their  water  resource  problems.  The  program 
provides  cost  effective  engineering  expertise  and  support  to  communities  on  a  variety  of  water  and  land  resource 
issues.  The  program  is  used  by  many  states  to  support  their  State  Water  Plans.  As  natural  resources  diminish,  the 
need  to  manage  them  becomes  more  urgent.  We  urge  your  continued  support  of  this  program  as  it  supports  States 
and  Indian  Tnbes  in  developing  resource  management  plans  which  will  benefit  citizens  for  years  to  come. 

On  a  related  matter  of  grave  importance  to  the  Interstate  Committee,  we  would  respectfully  request  that  during  the 
reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Congress  should  consider  amending  the  Act  to  require  the 
consideration  of  economic  impacts  in  a  decision  to  list  a  species  as  endangered  or  threatened  as  well  as  mandatory 
designation  of  cntical  habitat  at  the  time  the  specie  is  listed,  if  critical  habitat  is  to  be  considered.  In  addition  we 
request  that  the  Congress  direct  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  to  develop  procedures  to  objectively  share  information 
and  specimens  with  parties  that  have  a  beneficiary  interest  in  the  listing  process. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Gieringer.  And  thank  you,  Jay.  The 
committee  shares  your  concern. 
Mr.  Dickey.  May  we  be  excused? 
Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  have  a  note? 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 

MYRTLE  BEACH,  SOUTH  CAROLINA 

WITNESS 

HON.  MARK  SANFORD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  welcome  Mr.  Sanford  from  South 
Carolina.  Mark,  you  are  next. 

Mark,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and 
you  may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Sanford.  Thank  you,  sir.  And  hopefully  I  will  not  cough  my 
way  through  this.  I  am  struggling  with  a  little  bit  of  a  cold. 

In  brief,  a  significant  portion  of  the  district  that  I  represent  in- 
cludes the  Grand  Strand  of  the  Coast  of  South  Carolina.  It  is  a  30- 
mile  stretch  of  beach  that  runs  basically  from  the  North  Carolina 
border  down  through  two  counties  into  Georgetown  County.  The 
major  city  is  Myrtle  Beach  and  it  includes  a  host  of  small  towns 
and  hamlets  along  the  coast. 

Storms  and  day-to-day  erosion  have  drastically  depleted  the 
Grand  Strand  beaches  such  that  in  a  given  day,  you  will  find  zero 
beach  at  a  high  or  low  tide  presently.  The  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  designed  and  is  executing  the  Grand  Strand  Beach 
Renourishment  Project.  The  project's  total  price  tag  is  $61  million. 
The  Federal  Government  would  contribute  $40  million.  The  State 
and  local  governments  will  contribute  $21  million.  I  might  add,  in 
terms  of  1996  funding  from  a  Federal  standpoint,  this  would  pro- 
tect over  $1  billion  of  federally  insured  private  property. 

My  pledge  of  fiscal  conservatism  and  responsible  economic  use  of 
our  resources  is  a  primary  reason  I  am  here.  Beach  renourishment 
is  by  no  means  the  solution  to  all  of  the  different  erosion  woes 
around  this  country,  but  this  Federal,  State,  and  local  partnership 
makes  sense  in  South  Carolina  for  the  following  reasons. 

First,  beach  renourishment  will  work  here.  The  Grand  Strand 
area  is  a  stable  beach.  Average  depletion  estimates  are  less  than 
one  foot  per  year  along  the  Grand  Strand.  Clearly  in  areas  where 
you  have  rapid  erosion  renourishment  it  doesn't  make  sense.  That 
is  not  the  case  here. 

Second,  the  State  has  a  responsible  coastal  zone  management 
program  in  place.  The  State  has  stepped  in  very  aggressively  and 
it  is  now  rated  the  number  one  program  in  the  entire  country. 

Three,  Grand  Strand  beaches  represent  a  very  important  compo- 
nent of  South  Carolina's  economy.  Tourism  is  the  second  largest 
business  in  the  State.  One-third  of  all  tourists  that  visit  South 
Carolina  go  to  Myrtle  Beach. 

Fourth,  the  State  and  local  governments  are  sharing  the  cost.  In 
an  era  of  belt  tightening,  the  local  and  State  government  is  contrib- 
uting toward  this  project.  They  see  its  value.  To  fully  understand 
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this  project,  let  me  go  back  to  the  point  of  economic  sense,  and  first 
tourism. 

In  1994,  visitors  to  the  Grand  Strand  spent  $1.8  billion.  It 
amounts  to  a  Statewide  impact  of  $4.7  billion.  Grand  Strand  tour- 
ism employs  97,000  employees  with  a  paycheck  of  $1.3  billion. 
Grand  Stand  tourism  generated  $139  million  in  State  taxes. 

The  point  of  all  of  this  is  that  there  is  an  anchor  tenant  making 
all  of  this  happen,  and  in  Myrtle  Beach  that  is  the  beach.  We  have 
golf  and  country  music  theaters  and  shopping,  all  of  which  have 
sprung  up  around  the  annual  pilgrimage  of  people  going  down  to 
the  beach.  It  also  makes  economic  sense  from  the  standpoint  of  pro- 
tecting assets.  We  touched  on  this  earlier. 

Ocean-front  construction  represents  literally  a  billion  dollars  of 
investment  along  the  coast,  and  since  right  now  all  of  this  property 
is  insured  through  a  federally  sponsored  flood  insurance  program. 
Federal  dollars  are  at  risk.  In  the  long  run,  make  no  mistake,  I 
think  the  Federal  Government  should  be  out  of  the  business  of  put- 
ting sand  on  beaches  and  insuring  homes.  But  until  that  takes 
place,  I  think  we  have  to  watch  out  for  this  contingent  liability  that 
now  rests  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Government. 

According  to  Corps  of  Engineers  estimates,  this  project  will  have 
an  average  $15.5  million  annual  benefit  in  terms  of  damage  reduc- 
tion. A  good  example  of  this  would  be  a  storm  that  came  through 
in  1987,  not  a  hurricane  but  a  storm.  And  in  this  storm,  damages 
ranged  between  $260,000  per  mile  to  $760,000  per  mile.  That  was 
in  unnourished  areas.  In  nourished  areas  of  that  same  beach,  aver- 
ages were  $40,000  per  mile.  Let  me  repeat  that:  $270,000  per  mile 
in  unnourished,  $40,000  per  mile  in  nourished  areas.  I  think  you 
get  an  idea  of  the  magnitude  of  how  we  can  protect  these  assets. 

The  only  way  to  combat  this  damage  is  with  a  wide  beach  and 
strong  coastal  zone  management.  On  the  part  of  coastal  zone  man- 
agement. South  Carolina  has  done  its  part.  That  leaves  the  wide 
beach  component.  Over  the  last  15  years,  South  Carolinians  have 
contributed  $50  million  to  beach  renourishment;  now  we  are  asking 
the  Federal  Government  to  help  in  this  last  notch,  if  you  will. 

The  project  began  last  year.  $3  million  was  appropriated  from 
the  Federal  Government  and  $4.25  million  was  put  up  by  the 
State.  What  they  are  talking  about  this  year  is  $5.2  million  that 
has  been  currently  allocated  in  the  State  budget,  and  $17  million 
from  the  Federal. 

I  hope  that  you  will  support  this  project  because  I  think  it  goes 
back  to  what  we  touched  on  earlier,  preventive  maintenance.  Until 
we  are  out  of  the  Federal  flood  insurance  program,  I  think  we  have 
to  protect  those  assets  now  in  place. 

And  I  think  I  will  just  leave  it  at  this.  Unless  you  have  a  ques- 
tion, sir. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Sanford  follows:] 
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The  Grand  Strand  Beach  Nourishment  Project 
Remarks  for  the  Honorable  Mark  Sanford 


Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
March  23.  1995 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  that  my  written  statement  be  included  in  the  record. 

A  significant  portion  of  the  district  I  represent  is  South  Carolina's  Grand  Strand.  This  area 
is  a  cluster  of  popular  coastal  communities  that  covers  two  counties  iind  stretches  30  miles 
south  from  the  North  Carolina  border.  Myrtle  Beach  is  the  anchor  community,  but  the 
smaller,  neighboring  coastal  towns  have  their  share  of  residents  and  visitors. 

Storms  and  day-to-day  erosion  have  drastically  depleted  the  Grand  Strand  beaches.  In 
many  areas  there  is  no  beach  at  high  tide  or  even  at  low  tide. 

The  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  designed  and  is  executing  the  Grand  Strand  beach 
nourishment  project.  The  project's  price  tag  is  $61  million.  The  federal  government  will 
contribute  $40  million,  and  local  and  state  governments  will  contribute  a  total  of  $2 1 
million.  This  money  will  pay  for  the  nourishment  of  25  miles  of  beaches  with  over  5 
million  cubic  yards  of  sand. 

My  pledge  of  fiscal  conservatism  and  responsible  use  of  our  economic  resources  is  one  of 
the  primary  reasons  the  citizens  of  my  state  sent  me  to  Washington.  Beach  nourishment  is 
not  the  solution  to  all  of  this  nation's  erosion  woes,  but  this  federal,  state,  and  local 
partnership  makes  sense  here  in  South  Carolina  for  several  reasons. 

•  For  one,  beach  nourishment  will  work  here.   The  beaches  of  the  Grand  Strand 
are  stable;  the  average  erosion  rate  is  one  foot  per  year.  Beaches  with  high  erosion 
rates  are  not  good  candidates  for  beach  nourishment. 

•  Secondly,  the  state  has  a  responsible  coastal  zone  management  program  in 
place,  one  that  has  been  rated  number  one  in  the  country.  We  are  doing  a  good  job 
managing  our  coastal  resources.  Beach  damaging  erosion  control  structures  are 
banned;  reasonable  ocean  front  setbacks  are  required;  and  beach  nourishment  is 
encouraged. 

•  Grand  Strand  beaches  represent  an  important  portion  of  South 
Carolina's  economic  resources.    South  Carolina's  second  largest  business  is 
tourism,  and  the  Grand  Strand  accounts  for  a  full  one-third  of  this  industry.  Grand 
Strand  tourism  is  an  economic  powerhouse,  helping  our  state  create  more  businesses, 
and  even  more  importantly,  new  jobs. 

•  And  finally,  the  state  and  local  governments  are  sharing  in  the  cost.  While 
many  government  programs  are  being  cut,  beach  nourishment  is  recognized  as  a  wise 
investment  and  has  the  support  of  our  citizens  and  elected  officials. 
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To  fully  understand  this  project,  you  have  to  understand  the  Grand  Strand  and  the 
tremendous,  positive  financial  impact  Grand  Strand  beaches  have  on  South  Carolina's 
economy.  The  popularity  of  South  Carolina's  coast  has  increased  greatly  in  the  past  15 
years,  making  it  our  fastest  growing  region.  The  vacation  industry  is  expanding  rapidly,  as 
are  the  benefits  we  reap  from  this  enterprise. 

•  In  1994,  visitors  to  the  Grand  Strand  spent  SI. 8  billion,  which  amounted  to  a 
statewide  impact  of  $4.7  billion. 

•  The  Grand  Strand  tourism  industry  employs  over  97,000  people  who 
collectively  earn  an  annual  paycheck  of  S 1 .3  billion. 

Grand  Strand  tourism  generated  Si 39  million  in  state  taxes,  making  it  one  of  the 
most  significant  pillars  of  our  economy. 

•  This  productivity  should  continue.  Robust  growth  in  the  '70s  and  '80s  has 
earned  the  Grand  Strand  a  visitor  base  large  enough  to  support  new  attractions 
and  other  forms  of  tourism-related  business  development. 

The  essential  focus  of  this  tourism  industry  is  the  Grand  Strand  beaches.  The  restaurants, 
entertainment  facilities,  and  golf  courses  of  the  area  add  to  the  allure,  but  the  beach  is  the 
central  draw.  Unfortunately,  these  beaches  are  in  trouble.  While  our  new  coastal  policies 
address  this  problem,  for  the  time  being,  we  have  to  live  with  the  older  buildings,  the 
seawalls,  the  rock  revetments  and  the  troubles  these  structures  bring.  The  Grand  Strand's 
major  attraction  is  washing  away. 

This  erosion  problem  also  costs  the  federal  government  money.  Ocean  front  construction 
represents  billions  of  investment  dollars.  After  a  minor  hurricane,  ocean  front  damages  can 
cost  a  million  dollars  per  mile  to  repair  and  rebuild.  Since  all  of  this  property  is  insured 
through  the  federally  sponsored  flood  insurance  program,  federal  tax  dollars  are  used  every 
time  a  hurricane  or  brisk  winter  storm  sweeps  through. 

According  to  Corps  of  Engineers  estimates,  this  project  will  have  an  average  $15.5  million 
annual  benefit  in  terms  of  damage  reduction.    A  good  example  of  this  benefit  was  an  '87 
storm  in  Myrtle  Beach  which  caused  damages  of  5260,000  to  $760,000  per  mile  in 
unnourished  beach  areas  and  only  $40,000  per  mile  in  nourished  beach  areas. 

The  combination  of  a  wide  beach  and  a  strong  coastal  zone  management  program  is  the 
only  way  we  can  protect  our  natural  resources,  our  growing  tourism  industry,  and  federally 
insured  ocean  front  construction. 

South  Carolina  is  doing  its  part.  Tougher  slate  laws  are  now  on  the  books.  Private 
property  rights  and  the  rights  of  the  public  to  a  healthy  beach  are  given  equal  consideration. 
These  laws  require  that  destroyed  structures  be  rebuilt  on  the  landward  side  of  the  property, 
limit  the  size  of  structures,  and  prohibit  the  type  of  erosion  control  devices  which  often 
actually  accelerate  erosion. 

South  Carolina  and  its  citizens  have  spent  over  S50  million  in  the  past  fifteen  years  on 
private  and  public  beach  nourishment  projects  throughout  the  coastal  zone.  The  Grand 
Strand  beach  nourishment  project  would  close  the  outstanding  gap  in  South  Carolina's 
coastal  management  program. 
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The  project  officially  began  last  year.  In  1994,  $3  million  was  appropriated  from  the 
federal  government  and  $4.25  million  from  the  state  of  South  Carohna.  Phase  one  has 
begun,  as  the  Corps  finalizes  project  plans  and  secures  easements  from  ocean  front 
property  owners.  This  is  time  consuming,  but  sand  could  be  on  our  beaches  by  the  winter 
of  1996.  An  additional  $5.2  million  is  in  the  state's  newest  budget.  We  need  $17  million 
in  the  federal  government's  1996  budget  to  continue  with  the  Corps'  plan. 

I  hope  you  will  join  me  in  support  of  this  project.  These  funds  represent  an  act  of 
preventative  maintenance  for  our  federal  flood  insurance  program  and  a  wise  investment  in 
the  economic  future  of  South  Carolina  and  our  nation. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Myers.  No,  I  think  you — I  will  say  I  think  you  are  the  first 
witness  that  has  accepted  the  responsibility  of  taking  care  of  beach 
nourishment  at  State  and  local  because  most  others  have  said  they 
didn't  cause  the  problem. 

Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  certainly  work  with  you  and  do  the  best  we 
can. 

Mr.  Sanford.  Thank  you. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
MICHIGAN  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  BART  STUPAK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  MICHIGAN 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  welcomes  our  colleague  from  Michi- 
gan, Mr.  Stupak.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Stupak.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
pear here  this  morning.  I  would  like  to  talk  about  three  projects 
in  my  district.  Number  one  is  the  Soo  Locks.  It  is  an  ongoing 
project  for  some  time,  but  it  is  vitally  important  to  the  shipment 
of  iron  ore  and  grain  and  commodities  throughout  the  Great  Lakes. 
Without  the  Soo  Locks  you  cannot  ship  anything. 

In  1991,  88.3  million  tons  were  moved  through  the  Soo  Locks. 
Soo  Locks  is  comprised  of  four  locks,  one  large  lock  called  the  Poe 
Lock.  Two-thirds  of  the  U.S.  lake  fleet  go  through,  Poe  Lock  that 
is  the  largest.  Two  others,  Davis  and  Sabin,  which  are  old  locks 
which  are  in  jeopardy  of  structural  failure  and  any  time  they  will 
fail  us  and  they  will  be  down,  those  are  the  smaller  ones.  The  most 
critical  one  is  the  Poe  Lock.  You  can  move  any  size  vessel  through 
there.  If  the  Poe  Lock  for  some  reason  is  broken  down,  that  is  it. 
Everything  comes  to  a  screeching  halt  on  the  Great  Lakes  Basin. 

We  have  authorized,  in  1986,  to  construct  a  new  lock.  There  has 
always  been  an  argument  about  local  share.  Should  the  State  of 
Michigan  burden  one-third  share  or  should  the  region?  I  think  we 
had  language  last  year  to  fix  that  and  make  it  a  regional  spread 
for  the  non-Federal  share.  And  because  we  made  a  lot  of  effort  last 
year  to  get  these  issues  resolved,  this  committee  gave  us  $200,000 
to  begin  the  preengineering  design  and  construction.  So  what  I  am 
asking  for  this  year  is  to  keep  the  momentum  going. 

We  have  agreements  among  States  and  an  authorizing  agree- 
ment and  we  will  get  the  language  through  again  this  year  and  get 
the  $200,000  going  so  we  can  continue  the  preengineering  design 
and  construction  of  a  new  Soo  Lock.  We  need  it.  It  is  over  40  years 
old.  There  is  no  other  way  to  move  the  iron  ore  or  those  commod- 
ities from  the  Upper  Great  Lakes  to  the  steel  mills  in  the  lower 
parts,  Indiana  or  wherever,  Pennsylvania,  wherever  they  may  be, 
Illinois,  we  need  it  there. 

Let  me  comment  briefly  on  Grand  Marais  Harbor  which  is  a  har- 
bor with  great  historic  significance  but  it  is  on  the  Lake  Superior 
shoreline,  originally  built  in  1894.  Basically  nothing  has  been  done 
to   it.   The   Army   Corps   has   tried   to   do   maintenance   but   the 
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breakwall  is  ready  to  crumble.  We  are  getting  100,000  cubic  yards 
of  sand  fill  in. 

In  1978,  we  studied  the  problem.  1992,  we  studied  the  problem. 
Last  year,  the  Senate  appropriated  $100,000  to  study  the  problem 
again.  Quite  honestly,  we  have  studied  this  problem  to  death.  As 
we  are  studying  it,  it  continues  to  fill  in.  We  are  going  to  lose  that 
harbor  if  we  don't  build  a  breakwall. 

I  ask  that  we  put  forth  language  to  direct  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  build  a  breakwall.  It  has  been  ignored  100  years  and  we  are 
about  to  lose  this  harbor  on  Lake  Superior.  Huge  gaps — we  no 
longer  have  the  Harbor  of  Refuge,  but  it  is  a  Harbor  of  Refuge  be- 
cause from  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  there  is  nothing  there  except  hun- 
dreds of  miles  of  shoreline.  And  we  need  this  one. 

Last,  but  not  least,  the  Cedar  River  Project.  This  committee  ap- 
propriated $200,000  last  year  to  begin  the  construction  of  that.  I 
am  here  asking  for  another  $200,000  to  finally  complete  the  Cedar 
River  Project.  This  committee  has  been  good  to  me  in  the  past.  And 
hopefully  you  will  continue  your  commitment  to  the  Great  Lakes 
area. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Stupak  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CONGRESSMAN  BART  STUPAK 

BEFORE  THE 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  SUBCOMMITTEE 

OF  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

March  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today  to  talk  to 
you  about  some  projects  in  my  district.  As  you  may  know,  my  district  has 
more  coastline  than  any  other  Congressional  district  except  Alaska. 

First,  I'd  like  to  thank  the  committee  for  providing  the  initial  funding 
last  year  to  begin  the  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  of  a  new  Soo 
Lock  system. 

The  Soo  Locks  is  made  up  of  four  locks  that  play  a  vital  role  in  the 
movement  of  freight  through  the  Upper  Great  Lakes  system.  In  1991,  88.3 
million  tons  of  freight  moved  through  the  Soo  Locks.  Since  the  mid-lSOOs,  the 
total  tonnage  that  has  moved  through  the  Soo  Locks  has  been  abnost  eight 
billion  tons.   29  lake  vessels  are  restricted  to  the  existing  large  lock  -  the  Poe  - 
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because  of  length  and/or  beam  dimensions.  These  vessels  comprise  two-thirds 
of  U.S.  lake  fleet  capacity. 

In  1986,  Congress  authorized  the  construction  of  a  new,  large 
replacement  lock  and,  as  I  said,  last  year,  this  committee  approved  $200,000 
to  begin  the  engineering  and  design.  The  old  and  outmoded  Davis  and  Sabin 
locks  are  in  jeopardy  of  structural  failure  and  cannot  be  economically 
repaired.  And,  if  the  Poe  Lock  is  suddenly  unusable  for  any  reason,  there 
are  no  reasonable  transportation  alternatives.  The  new  lock  will  be  built  as 
a  replacement  lock. 

We  must  build  this  new  lock.  So  I'm  here  today  to  ask  the  committee 
to  appropriate  another  $200,000  so  the  work  can  continue. 

Another  project  I  want  to  discuss  is  Grand  Marais  Harbor. 

The  existence  of  the  Grand  Marais  Harbor  was  first  mentioned  in  1660 
in  the  journals  of  two  French  travelers  and  it  first  appeared  on  a  map 
prepared  by  two  other  Frenchmen  in  Paris,  France  in   1745.     Since  the 
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construction  of  the  original  breakwall  in  1894,  there  has  been  little  or  no 
maintenance  to  the  harbor.  The  harbor  is  filling  with  sand  at  a  rate  of 
100,000  cubic  yards  each  year.  Without  a  breakwall,  the  harbor  will  be 
totally  destroyed.  In  1978  and  again  in  1992,  Congress  directed  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  review  the  situation  at  Grand  Marais. 

Last  year,  the  Senate  energy  and  water  appropriations  bill  included 
$100,000  to  fund  an  economic  study  of  the  harbor.  We've  studied  this 
problem  to  death.  What  we  need  is  action.  Therefore,  I  am  asking  the 
committee  to  include  language  in  the  bill  directing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
construct  a  breakwall. 

Finally,  I'm  asking  the  committee  to  continue  funding  for  the  Cedar 
River  project.  As  you  know  the  committee  appropriated  $200,000  last  year 
in  construction  funds  for  this  project  and  I  am  asking  the  committee  to  again 
appropriate  $200,000  for  the  Cedar  River  project. 
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Mr.  Bevill.  Bart,  we  will  certainly  work  with  you  and  do  the 
best  we  can. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  is  aware  of  the  problem  at  the  Soo. 
You  had  a  minor  hitch,  didn't  you,  last  year  or  a  year  or  two  ago? 
There  were  a  few  weeks  when  the  Poe  Lock  was  down? 

Mr.  Stupak.  Yes,  and  everything  comes  to  a  halt.  We  lost 
160,000  tons  of  iron  ore  that  was  needed  by  the  steel  mills  because 
we  had  a  problem.  There  are  29  ships  that  can  use  the  Poe  Lock, 
the  larger  ones,  and  if  something  finally  goes  down — it  is  40  to  50 
years  old.  If  something  goes  wrong  at  Poe  Lock,  that  is  it.  There 
is  nothing  there. 

The  Canadians,  as  you  know,  had  locks  on  their  side.  They  have 
two  of  them.  They  have  been  shut  down  for  years.  They  never  kept 
them  up.  The  only  thing  we  have  going  is  Poe  Lock. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 

SOUTHEASTERN  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

ROGER  SMITH,  CHAIRMAN,  OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  COMMIT- 
TEE, SOUTHEASTERN  FEDERAL  POWER  CUSTOMERS,  INC. 

Mr.  Myers.  Now,  we  have  Mr.  Smith,  I  believe.  I  apologize,  the 
committee  apologizes.  We  have  been  waiting  for  Mike  to  show  up, 
Mr.  Parker. 

Mr.  Roger  Smith.  I  understand  Mike  Parker  who  was  going  to 
introduce  me  is  being  held  up  in  another  hearing. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  been  kind  of  waiting  for  him.  I  apologize 
for  the  delay  that  you  have  had  here  that  morning.  Use  as  much 
time  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Roger  Smith.  Well,  let's  relax,  then. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Roger  Smith.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  sub- 
committee, I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  come  before  you  today 
to  testify.  As  you  mentioned,  my  written  remarks  are  being  submit- 
ted for  the  record  and  I  would  like  to  summarize  those  remarks  at 
this  time. 

I  am  Roger  Smith,  the  Chairman  of  the  Operation  and  Mainte- 
nance Committee  of  the  Southeastern  Federal  Power  Customers, 
Inc.,  or  SeFPC.  SeFPC  represents  238  rural  cooperatives  and  mu- 
nicipally owned  electric  systems  in  the  nine  States  of  Alabama, 
Georgia,  Mississippi,  Kentucky,  North  and  South  Carolina,  Florida, 
Virginia,  and  West  Virginia  which  purchase  power  from  the  South- 
eastern Power  Administration,  which  is  also  known  as  SEPA. 

The  members  of  the  SeFPC  are  committed  to  providing  reliable 
and  economical  power  and  energy  to  their  customers.  In  some 
cases,  as  much  as  25  percent  of  their  power  needs  and  10  percent 
of  their  energy  needs  are  supplied  by  SEPA.  Needless  to  say,  the 
role  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  SEPA  play  in  meeting  these 
needs  is  vital  to  the  well-being  of  over  5.8  million  customers  of 
SeFPC  members  and  I  might  add  there  are  other  customers  that 
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are  served  by  SEPA  and  we  estimate  that  they  total  15  million  peo- 
ple. 

I  am  here  today  for  several  reasons:  first,  to  respectfully  request 
an  increase  of  $9.6  million  to  the  administration's  proposed  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  South  Atlantic  and 
Ohio  River  decisions  power  purpose  projects.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  these  monies  are  on  the  SAD  and  ORD  capabilities  list  for 
fiscal  year  1996  and  are  detailed  in  my  written  text.  I  believe  that 
this  increase  is  justified  because  these  funds  are  fully  recovered  by 
the  government  by  the  sale  of  power  from  the  hydropower  facilities. 

Second,  SeFPC  wishes  to  express  its  deep  reservations  about  the 
administration's  proposal  to  privatize  SEPA.  This  proposal  could 
harm  the  retail  consumers  we  serve. 

When  a  cogeneration  unit  becomes  inoperable,  it  costs  customers 
because  of  the  cost  of  the  repair  as  well  as  the  loss  of  revenue  en- 
countered by  SEPA  and  that  must  be  recovered  through  SEPA's  fu- 
ture rate  increases.  Additionally,  while  the  unit  is  inoperable,  the 
customers  who  are  receiving  the  benefit  of  that  energy  and  power 
from  that  unit  must  purchase  more  expensive  replacement  power. 
The  current  condition  of  the  units  in  the  South  Atlantic  Division 
in  particular  puts  us  on  the  ragged  edge  of  experiencing  another 
catastrophic  failure  which  could  be  costly  not  only  to  the  Corps  but 
also  to  the  preference  customers. 

The  power  marketing  program  is  one  of  the  few  Federal  pro- 
grams where  the  consumer  repays  the  Federal  investment.  Appro- 
priated funds  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  Corps  projects 
are  reimbursed  through  rates  the  hydropower  customers  pay  to 
SEPA  through  1994.  Preference  customers  have  paid  in  rates  al- 
most $100  million  in  excess  of  amounts  of  the  amount  spent  on  re- 
newables  and  replacements. 

The  SeFPC  strongly  urges  Congress  to  continue  funding  for  the 
rehabilitation  without  further  delay.  This  will  return  to  the  pref- 
erence customers  monies  they  have  already  paid  for  renewals  and 
replacements  and  guarantee  a  continued  stream  of  revenue  to  the 
treasury  because  of  reliable  unit  operation. 

Additionally,  since  1949,  when  SEPA  began  marketing  the  en- 
ergy and  capacity  from  government-constructed  projects,  over  $470 
million  in  revenues  have  been  collected  through  rates  charged  by 
SEPA  in  excess  of  expenses  and  interest. 

For  the  years  1995  through  2004,  the  South  Atlantic  and  Ohio 
River  Districts  expect  to  spend  almost  $200  million  for  major  reha- 
bilitation work  on  the  power  projects  in  their  districts.  Based  upon 
replacement  studies  that  SEPA  has  done,  preference  customers  are 
expected  to  pay  about  $146  million  for  those  rehabilitations  over 
the  same  period  of  time.  This  should  more  than  pay  for  the  renew- 
als and  replacements  because  they  are  capitalized  expenses  which 
are  amortized  over  the  life  of  the  renewal. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  enter  comments  about  the 
privatization  of  the  PMAs  and  SEPA  in  particular. 

The  SeFPC,  along  with  the  American  Public  Power  Association 
and  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association  is  on 
record  as  opposing  the  sale  of  SEPA  and  other  power  marketing 
administrations. 
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In  the  southeast,  we  beUeve  that  the  sale  of  SEPA  would  be  an 
extremely  complex  undertaking  fraught  with  difficulty  which  could 
potentially  harm  many  project  users  including  electric  consumers. 
In  light  of  the  complexities  of  such  a  radical  departure  from  the 
status  quo,  we  urge  the  subcommittee  to  support  continuation  and 
improvement  of  the  current  Federal  power  program. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  say  that  on  behalf  of  the  SeFPC, 
I  urge  this  subcommittee  to  approve  the  $9.6  million  in  addition  to 
the  administration's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  in  appropriations  for 
the  Corps'  operating  and  maintenance  and  major  rehabilitation 
budgets  for  the  power  purpose  component  of  the  South  Atlantic  and 
Ohio  River  Divisions. 

Our  request  should  be  viewed  as  a  budgetary  winner  because  it 
will  be  recovered  through  electric  rates.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  sub- 
committee members,  thank  you  for  your  attention.  And  on  behalf 
of  the  SeFPC,  I  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  recommenda- 
tions. 

This  concludes  my  remarks.  If  you  have  any  questions,  I  will  be 
glad  to  answer  them. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Smith  follows:] 
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Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Testimony  of  Roger  Smith 

on  behalf  of  the 

Southeastern  Federal  Power  Customers,  Inc. 

on 

The  Corps  South  Atlantic  Division  and  Ohio  River  Division 

FY  '96  Budget  Request 

March  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

My  name  is  Roger  Smith.   I  am  Chairman  of  the  Operation  & 
Maintenance  Committee  of  the  Southeastern  Federal  Power 
Customers,  Inc.  (SeFPC) .   The  SeFPC  represents  238  rural 
cooperatives  and  municipally  o^-med  electric  systems  in  the  nine 
states  of  Alabama,  Georgia,  Mississippi,  Kentucky,  North  and 
South  Carolina,  Florida,  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia  which 
purchase  power  from  the  Southeastern  Power  Administration  (SEPA) . 

The  members  of  the  SeFPC  are  committed  to  providing  reliable 
and  economical  power  and  energy  to  their  customers.   In  some 
cases  as  much  as  25%  of  their  power  needs  and  10%  of  their  energy 
needs  are  supplied  by  SEPA.   Needless  to  say,  the  role  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  (COE  or  Corps)  and  SEPA  play  in  meeting  these  needs 
is  vital  to  the  well-being  of  over  5.8  million  customers  of  SeFPC 
members . 

I  am  here  today  for  several  reasons:   first,  to  respectfully 
request  an  increase  of  $9.6  million  to  the  Administration's 
proposed  budget  for  FY  96  for  the  COE's  South  Atlantic  Division 
(SAD)  ($6,495,000)  and  Ohio  River  Division  (ORD)  ($3,073,000). 
The  purpose  of  these  funds  is  to  (1)  repair  many  of  the  federally 
owned  hydropower  facilities  that  are  now  off-line,  and  (2) 
refurbish  aging  facilities  that  are  rapidly  deteriorating.   I 
believe  that  this  increase  is  justified  because  these  funds  are 
fully  recovered  by  the  government  by  the  sale  of  power  from  the 
hydropower  facilities.   In  fact,  to  date  SEPA  customers  have  paid 
approximately  $100  million  for  project  renewals  and  replacements 
which  have  not  been  done. 

Second,  the  SeFPC  wishes  to  express  its  deep  reservations 
about  the  Administration's  proposal  to  privatize  SEPA.   This 
proposal  could  harm  the  retail  consumers  we  serve. 

The  SAD  requires  additional  funding  to  do  the  following: 

(1)  an  additional  $663,000  is  needed  at  Allatoona  to  replace  the 
aging  switchyard  oil  circuit  breakers  with  gas  circuit  breakers; 

(2)  at  Hartwell  an  additional  $950,000  is  needed  to  replace  the 
aging  switchyard  oil  circuit  breakers  with  gas  circuit  breakers; 

(3)  at  Thurmond  $1,600,000  is  needed  to  rehabilitate  the  two 
station  service  generators;  (4)  at  Henry  $13  2,000  is  needed  to 
purchase  a  new  diesel  emergency  generator;  (5)  at  Russell 
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$400,000  is  needed  to  replace  the  circuit  breakers  and  switches 
for  units  5-8,  and  (6)  $2,750,000  is  needed  for  replacement  of 
microwave  systems  at  Allatoona,  Buford,  Carters,  Henry  and 
Millers  Ferry. 

The  ORD  requires  its  additional  funding  for  several  specific 
purposes.   First,  an  additional  $573,000  is  needed  to  complete 
the  new  annunciator  system  installations  at  the  Cheatham,  Center 
Hill,  Cordell  Hull,  Dale  Hollow,  Old  Hickory  and  Wolf  Creek 
projects.   Only  $677,000  was  budgeted  in  FY  95,  but  the  cost  will 
total  $1,250,000.   Second,  $500,000  is  needed  for  the  trash 
removal  system  at  Cheatham.   Third,  $300,000  is  required  to 
rehabilitate  the  spillway  gate  chains  at  Barkley.   Fourth, 
$700,000  is  required  to  rewind  the  Priest  unit.   Fifth,  as  much 
as  $500,000  is  needed  for  the  replacement  of  the  microwave 
systems  at  the  Cheatham  and  Center  Hill  projects.   Finally, 
$500,000  is  needed  to  convert  chlorination  systems  at  all  nine 
projects  to  dry  chlorine  systems  for  control  of  Zebra  mussels. 

Project  Maintenance  is  a  Serious  Problem 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  our  chief  concerns  in  the  southeast  is 
that  the  Corps'  power  generating  facilities  which  produce  the 
power  marketed  by  the  SEPA  system  receive  proper  maintenance  and 
upkeep,  in  accordance  with  industry  standards.   When  a  Corps 
generating  unit  becomes  inoperable,  it  costs  customers  money 
because  both  the  cost  of  the  repair  as  well  as  the  loss  of 
revenue  encountered  by  SEPA  must  be  recovered  in  SEPA's  future 
rate  increases. 

Availability  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  hydro-power  units  is 
of  primary  concern  to  the  SeFPC  because  loss  of  generating 
capacity  causes  the  preference  customers  to  have  to  purchase 
expensive  replacement  power.   Such  was  the  case  from  March  199  0 
through  March  1992,  for  example,  when  forced  outages  of  the 
Carters  units  caused  preference  customers  in  Alabama,  Georgia  and 
Mississippi  to  spend  an  additional  $8.6  million  for  replacement 
power.   The  current  condition  of  units  in  the  SAD  puts  us  on  the 
"ragged  edge"  of  experiencing  another  catastrophic  failure  which 
could  be  costly  not  only  to  the  Corps,  but  also  to  the  preference 
customers. 

The  cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  the  units  in  the  SAD 
has  risen  drastically  in  recent  years.   This  is,  in  part,  a 
reflection  of  the  condition  of  the  units.   Funding  is  now 
desperately  needed  and  must  be  guaranteed  for  the  immediate 
future  in  order  to  avoid  costly  forced  outages.   It  is  less 
expensive  to  rehabilitate  a  unit  than  to  repair  one  that  has 
experienced  a  forced  outage.   We  have  provided,  as  an  attachment, 
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a  list  of  projects  in  the  SAD  and  ORD  which  require  immediate 
attention. 

SeFPC  Has  Not  Received  its  Money ^s  Worth 

The  lack  of  funds  to  rehabilitate  these  facilities  is  not 
justified.   The  power  marketing  progrzun  is  one  of  the  few  federal 
programs  where  the  consumer  repays  the  federal  investment. 
Appropriated  funds  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of 
Corps  projects  are  reimbursed  through  rates  hydropower  customers 
pay  to  SEPA.   In  fact,  funds  have  already  been  paid,  through 
rates  for  rehabilitation  and  replacement,  based  upon  replacement 
criteria. 

Through  1994,  preference  customers  have  paid  in  rates  almost 
$100,000,000  in  excess  of  the  amount  spent  on  renewals  and 
replacements.   Clearly,  however,  we  are  not  getting  what  we  are 
paying  for.   The  SeFPC  strongly  urges  Congress  to  continue 
funding  for  rehabilitations  without  further  delay.   This  will 
return  to  the  preference  customers  monies  they  have  paid  for 
renewals  and  replacements  which  have  not  occurred  and  guarantee  a 
continued  stream  of  revenue  to  the  Treasury  because  of  reliable 
unit  operation,   when  units  are  unavailable,  preference  customers 
must  replace  that  power  with  more  expensive  power  and  the 
government  loses  revenue.   This  is  bad  business. 

Since  1949  when  SEPA  began  marketing  the  energy  and  capacity 
from  these  government  constructed  projects,  almost  $470  million 
in  revenues  have  been  collected  through  rates  charged  by  SEPA  in 
excess  of  expenses  and  interest.   Through  rates  the  preference 
customers  have  enabled  SEPA  to  repay,  on  schedule,  the  investment 
incurred  to  construct  these  projects.   The  rates  recover  costs  as 
follows:   44%  is  to  repay  the  debt  for  construction;  29%  is  for 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  generating  equipment;  6%  is  for 
renewals  and  replacements;  and  21%  is  for  joint  costs  which  help 
fund  dam  activities  such  as  recreation,  navigation  and  flood 
control. 

Because  New  Start  Construction  General  funds  (NSCGF)  were 
not  appropriated  in  FY  95,  the  sorely  needed  rehabilitation  of 
the  Woodruff  units  (units  1,2  &  3  at  12  MW  each)  and  the  Hartwell 
units  (units  1,2,3  and  4  at  76  MW  each)  were  delayed  by  one  year. 
The  SeFPC  is  pleased  to  see  that  the  FY  96  budget  includes  NSCGF 
for  not  only  Woodruff  and  Hartwell  rehabilitations,  but  also  for 
the  Thurmond  units  1-7  at  46  MW.   Since  it  is  obvious  these 
rehabilitations  will  require  more  than  one  year  to  complete, 
however.  Congress  is  encouraged  to  continue  the  FY  96  funding, 
with  the  additional  funding  requested  above,  and  to  continue 
funding  for  this  work  in  the  succeeding  years. 
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When  generating  units  deteriorate,  the  operation  and 
maintenance  expenses  greatly  increase.   That  is  what  occurred 
over  the  last  several  years.   This  caused  a  decrease  in 
reliability  for  SAD  projects.   In  fact,  SAD  project  reliability 
has  decreased  to  88%,  which  is  well  below  the  Corps'  own  goal  of 
93%.   Reliability  for  SAD  projects  has  been  below  93%  since  1991, 
reaching  an  all-time  low  of  83%  in  1993,  and  is  expected  to 
remain  below  93%  for  the  next  10  years  because  of  inadequate 
maintenance. 

Solution  to  Project  Maintenance; t^ong-Term  Planning  and  Funding 

The  Corps  has  developed  ten  year  maintenance  plans  that 
address  rehabilitation  of  hydropower  projects  which  will  avert 
future  reliability  problems.   Utilization  of  these  plans  would 
use  federal  funds  more  wisely  than  repairing  each  unit  only  after 
it  fails.   The  SeFPC  believes  that  it  is  critical  for  the  Corps 
to  receive  sufficient  monies  regularly  in  order  to  follow  its 
cost-saving  and  efficient  ten  year  maintenance  plans.   Without 
adequate  rehabilitation  funds  many  of  the  southeast's  aging 
hydropower  units  risk  failure,  since  an  absence  of  funding  for 
just  one  year  would  affect  all  of  the  units  which  have  not  yet 
been  rehabilitated. 

For  the  years  1995-2004,  the  SAD  and  ORD  expect  to  spend 
almost  $200  million  for  major  rehabilitation  work.   This 
comprehensive  plan  includes  thirty  eight  units  and  a  total  of 
1382  MW  of  as^run  capacity,  or  55%  of  the  capacity  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  SAD.   Based  upon  replacement  studies,  SEPA 
expects  preference  customers  to  pay  $14  6.6  million  for 
rehabilitations  over  the  next  ten  years.   This  should  more  than 
pay  for  the  renewals  and  replacements  because  they  are 
capitalized  expenses  which  are  amortized  over  the  life  of  the 
renewal. 

Currently,  revenues  from  SEPA  rates  are  paid  to  the  Treasury 
and  cover  the  O&M  expenses  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  (COE) 
hydropower  projects  and  joint  costs  for  dam  activities  such  as 
recreation,  navigation,  and  flood  control.   These  revenues  also 
pay  for  repayment  on  the  debt  (plus  interest)  for  dam,  powerhouse 
and  reservoir  construction.   As  discussed  above,  the  revenues 
from  SEPA  actually  cover  the  budget  appropriation  for  COE 
expenses  —  and  in  fact,  SEPA  customers  have  paid  almost  $100 
million  for  rehabilitation  which  has  not  been  done.   Thus  there 
is  no  reason  to  delay  any  necessary  funding. 

For  several  years,  the  SeFPC  has  been  forging  stronger 
alliances  with  the  Corps,  SEPA  and  other  Preference  Customers. 
One  positive  result  is  a  new  study,  initiated  by  the  SeFPC  to 


study  alternate  ways  of  improving  delivery  of  SEPA  power. 
Together  with  other  alliance  members,  the  SeFPC  is  examining  all 
aspects  of  the  system,  including  ways  to  assure  funding  for 
rehabilitation  and  to  allow  the  Corps  more  flexibility  in  use  of 
the  funds  while  reducing  the  appropriation  burden  on  Congress, 

Privatization  is  a  Complex  Proposal  Fraught  with  Problems 

Consistent  with  the  Administration's  FY  1996  budget,  the 
Department  of  Energy  will  soon  propose  legislation  to  privatize 
SEPA  in  1997.   The  SeFPC,  along  with  the  American  Public  Power 
Association  and  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Association,  is  on  record  as  opposing  the  sale  of  SEPA  and  the 
other  power  marketing  administrations.   In  the  southeast,  we 
believe  that  the  sale  of  SEPA  would  be  an  extremely  complex 
undertaking,  fraught  with  difficulty,  which  could  potentially 
harm  many  project  users,  including  electric  consumers.   In  light 
of  the  complexities  of  such  a  radical  departure  from  the  status 
quo,  we  urge  this  subcommittee  to  support  continuation  and 
improvement  of  the  current  federal  power  program. 

Conclusion 

On  behalf  of  the  SeFPC,  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  approve 
$9.6  million  in  addition  to  the  Administration's  FY  96  budget  in 
appropriations  for  the  Corps'  Operating  and  Maintenance  (O&M)  and 
Major  Rehabilitation  budgets  for  the  power  purpose  component  of 
the  23  multi-purpose  federal  projects  in  the  southeast.   There  is 
a  tremendous  need  not  merely  for  sufficient  funding  of  O&M  so 
that  these  projects  receive  proper  maintenance  and  upkeep,  but 
for  funds  for  major  repair.   Our  request  should  be  viewed  as  a 
budgetary  "winner"  because  it  will  be  recovered  through  electric 
rates.   Support  for  the  Corps'  O&M  and  Major  Rehabilitations 
budget  is  cost-effective  and  worthwhile,  both  for  the  federal 
government  and  ratepayers. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Subcommittee  Members  for  your 
attention.   On  behalf  of  the  SeFPC,  I  appreciate  your 
consideration  of  our  recommendations  to  increase  the  FY  96  Corps 
budget  for  project  O&M  and  rehabilitation  by  $9.6  million.   This 
concludes  my  remarks.   If  you  have  any  questions,  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  them. 

Respectfully  submitted 


Ac^fCA^      J^^^^Tv^^^ 


Roger  Smith 
Chairman 
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SEPA  UNITS  AT  RISK 

gouth  Atlanlpig  pivisjon 

Henry 

Unit  1,  19  MW  as-rvin  capacity,  has  been  off  line  since  March  1992 
due  to  generator  failure;  rewind  work  underway. 

Unit  2,  19  MW  as-run  capacity,  is  derated  2  MW  due  to  coil 
failures. 

Unit  3,  19  MW  as  run  capacity,  shut  down  since  December  1992  due 
to  ozone  problem. 

Total  MW  not  available:   40  MW  =  2  MW  derated  +  38  MW  outage 

Millers  Ferrv 

Unit  1,  27  MW  as-run  capacity,  has  been  off  line  since  July  1992 
due  to  generator  failure.   Rewind  work  awaiting  contract.   Noise 
abatement  materials  may  have  aggravated  stator  failure  by 
retaining  heat  in  generator  coils. 

Units  2  &  3,  27  MW  as-run  capacity  each.   These  units  are  derated 
2  MW  below  rating  and  are  at  risk  of  failure.   High  frequency 
noise  problem  also  exists  in  these  two  units. 

Total  MW  not  available:  31  MW  =  27  MW  outage  +  4  MW  derated 

Woodruff 

All  three  12  MW  as-run  capacity  units  have  been  derated  2  MW 
each.   These  units  are  proposed  to  receive  FY  96  New  Construction 
General  Funds  to  begin  rehabilitations. 

Total  MW  not  available:  6  MW  derated 

Hartwell 

Both  units  1  &  2  have  had  coils  cut  out  and  have  been  derated  10 
MW  each  to  66  MW.   They  have  76  MW  as-run  capacity  each. 

Units  3  &  4  are  at  risk  of  failure  due  to  poor  generator 
insulation  and  have  been  derated  10  megawatts  each  to  66  MW. 

Total  MW  not  available:  40  MW  derated 
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Thurmond 

Unit  5,  46  MW  as-rvm  capacity,  has  been  derated  6  MW  due  to 
stator  coils  having  been  cut  out. 

Units  6  &  7,  46  MW  as-run  capacity  each,  are  both  currently  out 
of  service  due  to  a  transformer  failure.   Expected  return  to 
service  date  is  June,  1995. 

All  seven  units  at  Thurmond  (46  MW  as-run  capacity  each)  are 
proposed  to  receive  FY  96  New  Start  Construction  General  Funds  to 
begin  their  rehabilitations. 

Total  MW  not  available:  98  MW  =  6  MW  derated  +  92  MW  outage. 

SUMMARY 

Current  available  capacity:   2248  MW  or  232  MW  below  the  total 
"as  run"  capacity  if  all  units  were  fully  available. 

Of  these  232  MW,  157  are  due  to  full  unit  outages  (some  of 
which  have  been  out  of  service  since  1992)  and  75  due  to  unit 
deratings  because  of  deteriorating  equipment  conditions.   In  the 
event  that  all  derated  units  fail,  the  generating  capability  of 
the  SAD  projects  would  be  decreased  by  another  782  MW  in  addition 
to  the  157  MW  which  are  currently  out-of -service.   This  would  be 
approximately  37%  of  the  SAD's  generating  capacity  which  SEPA 
markets. 

Total  SAD  MW  capacity  at  risk:  616 

Ohio  River  Division 

Barkley 

Units  1-4  (rated  at  37  MW  each) 

J.  Percy  Priest 

Unit  1  (rated  at  30  MW) 

Cheatham 

Units  1-3  (rated  at  13.7  MW  each) 

Summary 

Total  ORD  capacity  at  risk  of  failure  if  rehabilitation  work  is 
not  initiated  soon:   219 
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SEPA  CAPACITY  SUMMARY  BY  SYSTEM 
AS  OF  2/17/95  (REVISED  3/21/95) 


SYSTEM 

NAMEPLATE 

CAPACITY 

(MW) 

OPTIMUM* 

CAPACITY 

(MW) 

AVAIL.  # 

CAPACITY 

(MW) 

TOTAL 

DERATE 

(MW) 

CAPACITY 
MARKETED 
(MW) 

GA-AL-SC 

1929 

2204 

1978 

226 

1866 

CUMBERLAND 

914 

1049 

1049 

0 

948 

KERR-PHILPOTT 

218 

240 

240 

0 

196 

WOODRUFF 

30 

36 

30 

6 

36 

TOTALS 

3091 

3529 

3297 

232 

3046 

UNITS  DERATED  OR  ON  EXTENDED  OUTAGE 


PROJECT/L 

INIT 

OPTIMUM* 

AVAIL.  # 

DERATE 

REASON 

CAP 

(MW) 

CAP 

(MW) 

(MW) 

CARTERS 

1 

143 

137 

6 

GEN  COOL  SYS 

CARTERS 

2 

143 

137 

6 

GEN  COOL  SYS 

GEORGE 

2 

37 

32 

5 

GEN  COIL  CUT 

HARTWELL 

1 

76 

66 

10 

GEN  COIL  CUT 

HARTWELL 

2 

76 

66 

10 

GEN  COIL  CUT 

HARTWELL 

3 

76 

66 

10 

GEN  COIL  AGE 

HARTWELL 

4 

76 

66 

10 

GEN  COIL  AGE 

HENRY 

1 

19 

0 

19 

GEN  FAILURE 

HENRY 

2 

19 

17 

2 

GEN  COIL  CUT 

HENRY 

3 

19 

0 

19 

GEN/OZONE 

M.  FERRY 

1 

27 

0 

27 

GEN  FAILURE 

M.  FERRY 

2 

27 

25 

2 

GEN  COIL  AGE 

M.  FERRY 

3 

27 

25 

2 

GEN  COIL  AGE 

THURMOND 

5 

46 

40 

6 

GEN  COIL  CUT 

THURMOND 

6 

46 

0 

46 

XFORMER  FAILURE 

THURMOND 

7 

46 

0 

46 

XFORMER  FAILURE 

WOODRUFF 

1 

12 

10 

2 

TURB  AGING 

WOODRUFF 

2 

12 

10 

2 

TURB  AGING 

WOODRUFF 

3 

12 
939 

10 
707 

2 
232 

-TURB  AGING 

TOTAL  AS- 

RUN 

CAPACITY  AFFECTED  BY 

DERATES : 

782  MW 

TOTAL  AS- 

RUN 

CAPACITY  AFFECTED  BY 

OUTAGES: 

157  MW 

TOTAL  CAPACITY  DERATED: 

75  MW 

*  ASSUMES  ALL  UNITS  ARE  AVAILABLE  AND  RUN  AT  CURRENT  MAX  GATE 

#  AS  OF  2/17/55 
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SOUTH  ATLANTIC  DIVISION 
GENERATOR  DATA 
•AS-RUN"  CAPACITY  AS  OF  3/21/95:   2241 


PLANT 

DISTRICT 

UNIT 

NAMEPLATE 

OPERATED 

NO 

CAPACITY, MW 

AT,MW 

ALLATOONA 

MOBILE 

1 

35 

40 

2 

35 

40 

3 

NO  UNIT 

4 

3 

2.25 

TOTAL 

73 

82.25 

BUFORD 

MOBILE 

1 

40 

50 

2 

40 

50 

3 

6 

5 

TOTAL 

86 

105 

CARTERS 

MOBILE 

1 

125 

137 

2 

125 

137 

(PUMP) 

3 

125 

143 

(PUMP) 

4 

125 

143 

TOTAL 

500 

560 

GEORGE 

MOBILE 

1 

32.5 

37.5 

2 

32.5 

32.5 

3 

32.5 

37.5 

4 

32.5 

37.5 

TOTAL 

130 

145.0 

HARTWELL 

SAVANNAH 

1 

66 

66 

2 

66 

66 

3 

66 

66 

4 

66 

66 

5 

80 

92 

TOTAL 

344 

356 

HENRY 

MOBILE 

1 

17 

0 

2 

17 

17 

3 

17 

0 

4 

17 

19 

TOTAL 

68 

36 

KERR 

WILMINGTON 

1 

12 

15 

2 

32 

35 

3 

32 

35 

4 

32 

35 

5 

32 

35 

6 

32 

35 

7 

32 

35 

TOTAL 

204 

225 
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SOUTH  ATLANTIC  DIVISION 
GENERATOR  DATA  (CONT'D) 


PLANT 

DISTRICT 

UNIT 

NAMEPLATE 

OPERATED 

NO 

CAPACITY,  MW 

AT,MW 

MILLERS 

MOBILE 

1 

25 

0 

FERRY 

2 

25 

25 

3 

25 

25 

TOTAL 

75 

50 

PHILPOTT 

WILMINGTON 

1 

6.75 

7.25 

2 

6.75 

7.25 

SS 

0.60 

0.50 

TOTAL 

14  .10 

15.00 

RUSSELL 

SAVANNAH 

1 

75 

86 

2 

75 

86 

3 

75 

86 

4 

75 

86 

(PUMP) 

5 

75 

0 

(PUMP) 

6 

75 

0 

(PUMP) 

7 

75 

0 

(PUMP) 

8 

75 

0 

TOTAL 

300 

344 

THURMOND 

SAVANNAH 

1 

40 

46 

2 

40 

46 

3 

40 

46 

4 

40 

46 

5 

40 

40 

6 

40 

0 

7 

40 

0 

TOTAL 

280 

224 

WEST  POINT 

MOBILE 

1 

3.4 

2 

2 

35 

37 

3 

35 

37 

TOTAL 

73.4 

76 

WOODRUFF 

MOBILE 

1 

10 

10 

2 

10 

10 

3 

10 

10 

TOTAL 

30 

30 
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OHIO  RIVER  DIVISION 
GENERATOR  DATA 
CAPACITY  AS  OF  3/21/95: 


PLANT 

UNIT  NO 

NAME PLATE 

-  OPERATED 

CAPACITY, MW 

AT,MW 

BARKLEY 

1 

32.5 

37 

2 

32.5 

37 

3 

32.5 

37 

4 

32.5 

37 

TOTAL 

130.0 

148 

CENTER  HILL 

1 

45 

52 

2 

45 

52 

3 

45 

52 

TOTAL 

135 

156 

CHEATHAM 

1 

12 

13.8 

2 

12 

13.8 

3 

12 

13.8 

TOTAL 

36 

41.4 

CORDELL  HULL 

1 

33.33 

38 

2 

33.33 

38 

3 

33.33 

38 

TOTAL 

100.00 

114 

DALE  HOLLOW 

1 

18 

20.7 

2 

18 

20.7 

3 

18 

20.7 

TOTAL 

54 

62.1 

LAUREL 

1 

61 

70 

OLD  HICKORY 

1 

25 

29 

2 

25 

29 

3 

25 

29 

4 

25 

29 

TOTAL 

100 

116 

PRIEST 

1 

28 

30 

WOLF  CREEK 

1 

45 

52 

2 

45 

52 

3 

45 

52 

4 

45 

52 

5 

45 

52 

6 

45 

52 

TOTAL 

270 

312 
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Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Roger,  knowing  your  good  Congressman  as  well  as  I  do,  I  can  as- 
sure you  that  he  will  be  talking  to  us  about  this.  And  even  though 
he  couldn't  get  here  personally,  he  will  be  letting  us  know  that  he 
supports  you  and  I  know  he  does  a  good  job  for  you  and  I  know 
that  you  are  aware  of  that. 

Mr.  Roger  Smith.  And  we  believe  that  he  is  right  on  top  of  the 
situation  and  is  well  informed  of  it. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes,  sir,  he  always  is. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  do  apologize  for  the  long  delay.  I  hope  you  didn't 
miss  an  airplane  because  of  our  inability 

Mr.  Roger  Smith.  No,  not  yet. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Roger  Smith.  Thank  you,  sir. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  FEASIBILITY  STUDY,  TEXAS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  CHARLES  W.  STENOHOLM,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

LOU  VEE  BRIDGES,  PRESIDENT,  WISE  COUNTY  WATER  CONTROL  DIS- 
TRICT NUMBER  1,  TEXAS 

PAUL  WOOD,  WISE  COUNTY  COMMISSIONER,  PRECINCT  NUMBER  4 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague,  Congressman  Stenholm  of  Texas,  are 
you  ready  to  step  forward  and  be  recognized? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  would  just  appear  to  introduce  my  constituents 
and  ask  you  to  pay  particular  attention  to  what  they  have  to  say, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  is  pleased  to  welcome  our  colleague 
from  Texas  and  his  constituents.  Your  prepared  statements  will  be 
placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

I  will  just  be  very  brief  and  say  this  is  Lou  Bridges.  She  is  the 
President  of  the  Wise  County  Water  Group  that  has  been  working 
with  us  and  we  with  them  on  the  problem  that  she  will  outline. 
And  she  is  accompanied  by  Paul  Wood  today.  And  this  is  a  very 
serious  problem  in  Wise  County,  Texas,  one  of  which  needs  to  be 
laid  to  rest  at  some  point  in  the  very  near  future  for  the  benefit 
of  the  property  owners  in  that  area. 

Ms.  Bridges.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  committee,  we 
the  citizens  of  Wise  County,  Texas  thank  you  for  the  time  allocated 
to  us  to  present  our  rebuttal  to  the  Boyd  Detention  Structure  in- 
cluded in  the  Upper  Trinity  River  Feasibility  Study. 

The  Upper  Trinity  River  watershed  includes  Archer,  Montague, 
Young,  Clay,  Jack  and  Wise  Counties.  Wise  is  the  southernmost 
county  and  the  only  one  addressed  in  the  United  States  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments 
study  and  this  is  a  misnomer.  Wise  County  objects  to  the  Boyd  De- 
tention Structure  because  of  the  destruction  of  our  economy.  $100 
million  would  be  lost  in  our  tax  base  for  approximately  $2  million 
in  ad  valorem  taxes  per  year. 
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The  agriculture  loss  of  $10  million  per  year,  plus  the  possibility 
of  approximately  45,000  acres  of  prime  agriculture  land  being  flood- 
ed. The  proposal  is  to  buy  4,000  acres  and  pay  easements  on  the 
proposed  26,000  other  acres  which  would  be  flooded  80  to  90  days 
per  year.  This  would  occur  during  planting  and  harvest  seasons 
and  cause  total  land  devastation. 

The  Boyd  Detention  Structure  is  located  in  the  heart  of  the 
Boonsville  Bend  Conglomerate  Gas  Field.  Texas  Railroad  Commis- 
sion governs  the  number  of  wells  drilled  per  acre.  This  averages  to 
approximately  275  to  300  wells  that  will  be  affected.  Average 
monthly  production  per  day  per  well  is  30,000  cubic  feet  of  gas. 

Many  pipelines  are  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  structure.  Major 
economic  loss  would  occur  for  the  oil  companies  and  the  royalty 
owners  if  the  detention  structure  were  built.  Gas  and  oil  well  facili- 
ties would  have  to  be  moved  above  maximum  flood  level  or  an  envi- 
ronmental nightmare  could  occur. 

The  Paradise  School  District  with  700  students  and  employment 
of  120  to  130  will  be  bankrupt.  The  Boyd,  Bridgeport,  Chico, 
Alvord,  and  Decatur  school  taxes  would  be  severely  affected.  The 
real  estate  companies  have  suffered  losses  since  this  plan  was  pre- 
sented in  1990. 

Sand,  gravel,  and  rock  crushers  are  located  in  Wise  County.  The 
sand  and  gravel  companies  would  be  essentially  flooded  out  of  ex- 
istence in  this  area.  The  rock  crushers  would  be  hampered  by  flood- 
ed access  roads.  Much  of  the  minerals  used  in  the  Metroplex  build- 
ing industry  comes  from  this  area. 

State  and  county  roads  would  be  flooded.  Possibly  the  State  could 
afford  to  raise  their  highways.  County  roads  would  have  to  be  relo- 
cated and  built  by  Wise  County  and  at  that  point  we  would  be  fi- 
nancially distressed.  Utilities,  railroads  and  pipelines  would  have 
to  be  relocated. 

Nine  hundred  homes  would  be  affected.  Lives  of  inhabitants 
would  be  emotionally  devastated  plus  the  destruction  of  family 
units.  Vehicle  response  in  emergencies  would  be  crippled  by  lack  of 
access.  Most  farm  families  in  our  county  are  third  and  fourth  gen- 
eration owners. 

Environmental  damage  could  not  be  estimated.  Hardwood  forests 
would  be  destroyed  and  the  habitat  for  wild  animals  lost.  This  is 
a  flyway  for  migratory  birds  that  feed  on  surplus  feed  in  the  har- 
vested fields.  Our  pecan  industi-y  would  be  destroyed. 

And  the  alternatives  that  we  see:  The  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service  developed  a  master  plan  for  Wise  County  in  the 
1980s.  This  proposal  would  have  constructed  55  flood  and  silt-con- 
trolling structures  along  the  tributaries  emptying  into  the  West 
Fork  of  the  Trinity  River.  Thirty-eight  of  the  structures  have  been 
completed  with  excellent  results.  These  structures  improve  the  land 
and  use  the  natural  floodplain  the  way  nature  intended.  If  this  pro- 
gram were  implemented,  the  cost  benefits  would  be  great,  no  coun- 
ty destroyed  and  the  Metroplex  would  benefit. 

In  1991,  the  County  of  Wise,  Wise  County  Water  Control  and  Im- 
provement District,  Wise  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Dis- 
trict, Tarrant  County  Water  Board  and  the  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service  entered  into  an  agreement,  the  first  of  its  kind 
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in  this  country,  to  cost  share  to  build  eight  flood  and  soil  conserva- 
tion structures  in  five  years  in  Wise  County. 

We  completed  three  structures  in  1994  and  have  easements  to 
construct  at  least  two  in  1995.  This  would  help  control  flooding  and 
nonpoint  source  pollution  entering  into  the  West  Fork  of  the  Trin- 
ity and  would  benefit  the  Metroplex  as  well  as  Wise  County.  We 
believe  small  flood  control  structures  and  cost  sharing  is  the  route 
of  the  future.  We  feel  flood  control  construction  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  should  be  greatly  reduced  and  floodplains  re- 
stored to  their  natural  state  and  use. 

Numerous  newspaper  articles  appeared  before  the  Mississippi 
River  flood  emphasizing  the  benefits  of  smaller  flood  structures 
versus  very  large  dam  structures. 

Wise  County  was  granted  a  $200,000  flood  study  grant  through 
the  efforts  of  State  Representative  Ric  Williamson  and  the  Texas 
Water  Development  Board.  This  study  included  the  entire  upper 
West  Fork  of  the  Trinity  Watershed.  The  results  of  this  study  were 
not  considered  in  the  Boyd  Detention  Structure  alternative. 

We  feel  the  United  States  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  North 
Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments  should  provide  to  the  En- 
ergy and  Water  Development  Committee  a  complete  record  of  per- 
mits issued  by  the  cities  participating  in  the  study  and  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  build  on  the  Metroplex  floodplain.  Gentlemen,  their 
mistakes  should  not  be  foisted  upon  Wise  County. 

The  50-year  study  for  water  supply  lakes  on  the  West  Fork 
shows  there  is  no  need  for  a  water  supply  lake.  The  Boyd  structure 
was  introduced  in  the  1950s,  1960s,  and  1970s  and  deemed  not  fea- 
sible nor  cost-effective.  Nothing  has  changed  to  make  it  so  now.  We 
are  also  sure  the  $300  million  price  tag  on  the  Boyd  alternative 
structure  would  be  more  like  a  billion  dollars. 

Citizens  of  Wise  County  respectfully  request  the  Boyd  Detention 
Structure  alternative  be  stricken  from  consideration,  hopefully  per- 
manently. We  would  like  to  be  free  from  the  mental  stress  and 
threat  and  continue  our  lives.  And  we  thank  you  for  your  consider- 
ation. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Bridges  follows:] 
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Presented    by 

Ms.   Lou  V.   Bridges,   Fresideni 

Wise  County  Water  Control  and 

Improvement   District   #1 

Accompanied   by 
Paul  Wood,  Wise  County 
Commissioner   Precint   #4 


970 


WISE  COUNTY 

WATER  CONTROL  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

DISTRICT  NO.    1 

p.  O.  BOX  303 

BRIDGEPORT.  TEXAS  76026 


March    22,     1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers  -  Indiana 
Representative  -  United  States  Congress 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Committee 
Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers, 

We  the  citizens  of  Wise  County,  Texas  thank  you  for  the  time 
allocated  to  us  on  March  23,  1995  to  present  our  rebuttal  to 
the  Boyd  Detention  Structure  included  in  the  "Upper  Trinity 
River  Feasibility  Study".   The  upper  Trinity  River  watershed 
includes  Archer,  Montague,  Young,  Clay,  Jack  and  Wise  counties. 
Wise  is  the  southernmost  county  and  the  only  one  addressed  in 
the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  North  Central  Texas  Council 
of  Governments  study.   This  is  a  misnomer. 

Wise  County  objects  to  the  Boyd  Detention  Structure  because: 

o  The  destruction  of  our  economy.  One  hundred  million  dollars 
would  be  lost  in  our  tax  base,  for  approximately  two  million 
dollars  in  ad  valorem  taxes  per  year. 

o   The  agriculture  loss  of  ten  million  dollars  per  year  -  plus 
the  possibility  of  approximately  45,000  acres  of  prime 
agriculture  land  being  flooded.   The  proposal  is  to  buy  4,000 
acres  -  and  pay  easements  on  the  proposed  26,000  other  acres 
which  would  be  flooded  80  -  90  days  per  year.   This  would 
occur  during  planting  and  harvest  seasons  and  cause  total  land 
devastation. 

o   The  Boyd  Detention  Structure  is  located  in  the  heart  of  the 
Boonsville  Bend  Conglomerate  Gas  Field.   Texas  Railroad 
Commission  governs  the  number  of  wells  drilled  per  acre. 
This  averages  to  approximately  275-300  wells  that  will  be 
affected.   Average  monthly  production  per  day  per  well  is 
30  thousand  cubic  feet  of  gas.   Many  pipelines  are  in  the 
area  of  the  proposed  structure.   Major  economic  loss  would 
occur  for  the  oil  companies  and  the  royalty  owners.   If  the 
detention  structure  were  built,  gas  and  oil  well  facilities 
would  have  to  be  moved  above  maximum  flood  level  or  an 
environmental  nightmare  could  occur. 

o   The  Paradise  School  District  with  700  students  and  employment 
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of  120-130  would  be  bankrupt.  The  Boyd,  Bridgeport,  Chico, 
Alvord  and  Decatur  school  taxes  would  be  severely  affected, 
plus  flooding  some  of  the  school  facilities. 

o   The  real  estate  companies  have  suffered  losses  since  this 
plan  was  presented  in  1990. 

o   Sand,  gravel  and  rock  crushers  are  located  in  Wise  County. 
The  sand  and  gravel  companies  would  be  essentially  flooded 
out  of  existence  in  this  area.   The  rock  crushers  would  be 
hampered  by  flooded  access  roads.   Much  of  the  minerals 
used  in  the  Metroplex  building  industry  comes  from  this 
area. 

o   State  and  county  roads  would  be  flooded.   Possibly  the  State 
could  afford  to  raise  their  highways.   County  roads  would 
have  to  be  relocated  and  built  by  Wise  County  -  and  at  that 
point  we  would  be  financially  distressed.   Utilities,  rail- 
roads and  pipelines  would  have  to  be  relocated. 

o   Nine  hundred  homes  would  be  affected.   The  lives  of  the 
inhabitants  would  be  emotially  devastated  -  plus  the 
destruction  of  family  units.   Vehicle  response  in  emergencies 
would  be  crippled  by  lack  of  access.   Most  farm  families  in  our 
county  are  third  and  fourth  generation  owners. 

o   Environmental  damage  could  not  be  estimated.  Hardwood  forests 
would  be  destroyed  and  the  habitat  for  wild  animals  lost. 
This  is  a  flyway  for  migratory  birds  that  feed  on  surplus 
feed  in  the  harvested  fields.   Our  pecan  industry  would  be 
destroyed . 

Alternatives 

o   The  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  developed  a  Master 
Plan  for  Wise  County  in  the  1960's.   This  proposal  would  have 
constructed  fifty-five  flood  and  silt  controlling  structures 
along  the  tributaries  emptying  into  the  West  Fork  of  the 
Trinity  River.   Thirty-eight  of  the  structures  have  been 
completed  with  excellent  results.   These  structures  improve 
the  land  and  use  the  natural  flood  plain  the  way  nature 
intended.   If  this  program  were  implemented,  the  cost 
benefits  would  be  great,  no  county  destroyed  and  the 
Metroplex  would  benefit. 

o   In  1991,  the  County  of  Wise,  Wise  County  Water  Control  and 
Improvement  District  #1,  Wise  County  Soil  and  Water  Conser- 
vation District,  Tarrant  County  Water  Control  and  Improvement 
District  #1,  and  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
entered  into  an  Agreement  (the  first  of  its  kind  in  this 
country)  to  cost  share  to  build  eight  flood  and  soil 
conservation  structures  in  five  years  in  Wise  County. 
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We  completed  thi ee  structures  in  1994  and  have  easements 
to  construct  at  least  two  in  1995.   This  would  help  control 
flooding  and  non-point  source  pollution  entering  into  the 
West  Fork  of  the  Trinity  -  and  would  bene^fit  the  Metroplex 
as  well  as  Wise  County.   We  believe  stmII  flood  control 
structures  and  cost  sharing  is  the  rente  of  the  future.   We 
feel  flcdc'  control  construction  by  thn  H.  S.  Arry  Corps  of 
Engineers  should  Ix    cjreatly  reduced  and  flood  plains  restored 
to  their  natural  state  and  use. 

o   Numerous  newspaper  articles  appeared  after  the  Mississippi 

River  flood  emphasizing  the  benefits  of  smaller  flood  structures 
vs.  very  large  dam  structures. 

o   Wise  County  was  granted  a  $200,000  flood  study  grant  through 
the  efforts  of  State  Representative  Ric  Williamson  and  The 
Texas  Water  Development  Board.   This  study  included  the  entire 
upper  West  Fork  of  the  Trinity  Watershed.   The  results  of 
this  study  were  not  considered  in  the  Boyd  Detention  Structure 
Alternative . 

o   We  feel  the  U.  S.  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  North  Central 
Texas  Council  of  Governments  should  produce  to  the  Energy 
and  Water  Development  Committee  a  complete  record  of  permits 
issued  by  the  cities  participating  in  the  Study  and  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  build  on  the  Metroplex  Flood  Plain.   I,adies 
and  Gentlemen  -  their  mistakes  should  not  be  foisted  upon  Wise 
County. 

o   The  fifty  year  study  for  water  supply  lakes  on  the  West  Fork 
shows  there  is  no  need  for  a  water  supply  lake.   The  Boyd 
Structure  was  introduced  in  the  '50's,  ' 60 ' s  and  70 's  and 
deemed  not  feasible  nor  cost  effective.   Nothing  has  changed 
to  make  it  so  now.   We  are  also  sure  the  three  hundred  million 
dollar  price  tag  on  the  Boyd  alternative  would  be  more  like  a 
billion  dollars. 

The  citizens  of  Wise  County  respectfully  request  the  Boyd  Detention 
Structure  alternative  be  stricken  from  consideration  -  hopefully 
permanently.   We  would  like  to  be  free  from  the  mental  stress  and 
threat  and  continue  our  lives. 

Thanks  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely,    . 

I,ou  Vee  Bridges,  President 

Wise  County  Water  Control  S,  Improvement  District  #1 

Rt.  1,  Box  44 

Paradise,  Texas  76073 

817  433-5136 
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L  B.  McDonald 

County  JuOGf 
(817)627-5743 

Kyle  Stephens 

Commissioner 
Precinct  No.  1 
(817)627-5810 

James  Hubbard 

Commissioner 
Precinct  No   2 
(817)427-4881 


Wise  County  Commissioners  Court 


BOX  393 
DECATUR, TEXAS  76234 


Kenneth  Steel 

Commissioner 
Precinct  No  3 
(817)433-5365 

Paul  Wood 

Precinct  No  4 
(817)683-4153 


The  citizens  of  Wise  County  Texas  respectfully  request  that  the  House  Energy 
and  Water  Development  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  consider  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  further  study  of  the  Boyd  retention  dam  for  the  following  reasons; 

The  economic  damages  caused  by  a  project  of  this  magnitude  are  staggering  to 
a  rural  county  .  The  committee  needs  to  be  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  the  majority  of 
funding  for  county  government  and  the  school  districts  in  Texas  comes  from  ad- 
valorem  property  taxes.  A  loss  of  tax  base  estimated  to  be  in  the  one  hundred  million 
dollar  range  wfould  force  a  minimum  tax  rate  increase  of  20%  for  the  county  and  even 
greater  rate  increases  for  the  affected  school  districts.  Paradise  Independent  School 
district  would  be  forced  into  oblivion  as  the  majority  of  this  district's  jurisdiction  would 
be  in  this  newly  created  flood  plain. 

Agricultural  production  losses  in  the  area  proposed  to  be  flooded  are  estimated 
to  be  in  excess  of  9  million  dollars  annually  .  While  some  grazing  will  be  possible  in 
the  area  we  feel  that  the  intensive  production  of  peanuts,  small  grains,  and  truck 
crops  will  end  as  the  risk  of  flooding  will  be  too  great.  The  work  of  generations  of  farm 
families  will  be  lost  as  this  project  will  destroy  their  property  values. 

Losses  from  oil  and  gas  production  would  also  deal  a  severe  blow  to  our 
economy.    Much  of  the  Boonsville  Bend  conglomerate  gas  field  ties  in  the  area  that 
would  be  flooded  .   Producing  wells  would  have  to  be  shut  in  at  the  well  head  causing 
a  conservative  daily  income  loss  of  at  least  $9,000,  making  the  loss  for  a  ninety  day 
event  in  excess  of  $  800,000.  This  estimate  does  not  consider  the  cost  of  raising  the 
related  above  ground  equipment  above  the  flood  line  or  the  fact  that  much  of  this 
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production  is  under  contract  and  exceeds  the  spot  market  price  of  $1 .50  /mcf  used  for 
this  exannple.   In  addition  there  is  a  multi  million  dollar  gas  processing  facility  located 
just  above  the  760  ft.  elevation  line  which  gathers  gas  from  a  five  county  area  and 
sends  over  100,000  mcf  north  to  Chicago  every  day.   Daily  losses  if  this  plant  were  to 
be  shut  down  due  to  flooding  would  exceed  $150,000  . 

The  sand  plants  in  Wise  County  which  currently  supply  a  great  deal  of  the 
materials  for  construction  in  the  Fort  Worth  -  Dallas  IVletroplex  would  be  lost  as  well 
the  jobs  and  income  they  provide    The  TXI  plant  in  Paradise  which  would  be  lost  has 
estimated  annual  sales  in  excess  of  5  million  dollars. 

The  destruction  of  our  existing  infrastructure  would  be  cataclysmic.  There  are 
ten  major  bridges  in  the  area  to  be  flooded,  some  of  which  would  need  to  be  elevated 
fifty  feet  to  be  above  the  760  elevation  line  as  well  as  several  miles  of  roadway.  These 
are  the  primary  routes  of  travel  for  the  western  half  of  Wise  county.  The  cost  to  relocate 
or  raise  our  existing  roads  would  be  staggering.  The  problems  created  for  emergency 
response  during  flood  times  will  likely  endanger  both  lives  and  property. 

The  fears  created  by  the  1 990  reconnaissance  study  even  though  the  cost 
benefit  ratio  was  only  1  to  .34  had  almost  died  until  the  threat  again  became  a  reality 
in  February  of  1995  when  the  Corps  announced  a  new  cbr  of  1  to1.2.  The  real  estate 
market  in  the  area  of  the  newly  proposed  flood  plain  was  instantly  frozen.   Developers 
who  had  purchased  land  with  the  intention  of  creating  new  homes  in  the  area  are  now 
saddled  with  land  and  interest  payments  on  projects  that  will  be  on  hold  until  we  know 
for  certain  the  Boyd  detention  structure  will  not  be  built.  Property  owners  who  had  a 
stable  market  to  sell  their  holdings  until  the  February  6,  1995  press  conference  saw  a 
willing  market  disappear  overnight  just  as  they  did  after  the  1990  reconnaissance 
study.  The  people  of  Wise  county  need  to  know  if  they  can  go  on  with  their  lives. 

The  flooding  of  28,920,  30,920  or  45,488  acres  depending  on  which  set  of  U.S 
Army  Corps  of  engineers  numbers  are  used  effectively  renders  these  acres  unfit  for 
any  future  residential  or  industrial  development  and  insures  that  property  values  in  the 
area  will  never  grow! 

The  first  step  in  solving  any  problem  is  to  identify  the  source  of  the  problem  and 
start  at  that  point.  We  contend  that  the  term  "Upper  Trinity  Study"  is  a  misnomer.  For 
this  to  be  a  true  study  of  the  upper  Trinity  the  head  waters  in  Archer  ,Clay,  and  Jack 
counties  and  the  Sandy  Creek  watershed  in  Montague  county  need  to  be  studied.   In 
fact  this  has  already  been  done  to  some  degree.   In  1992  Wise  County  applied  for  and 
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received  a  grant  from  the  Texas  Water  Development  Board  to  study  the 
aforementioned  area.  The  study  completed  in  June  1993  recommends  one  or  more 
tVlajor  multi-purpose  lakes,  a  series  of  minor  multi-purpose   lakes,  and  operational 
changes  to  Lake  Bridgeport    The  plan  if  implemented  would  control  approximately 
73%  of  the  watershed  above  Eagle  f^ountain  Lake  for  the  100-  year  flood  volume  and 
will  substantially  reduce  peak  flows  on  the  tributary  streams  and  on  the  West  Fork.  In 
addition  plan  implementation  will  substantially  reduce  the  volume  of  water  controlled 
by  existing  structures.  The  reduction  of  both  flows  and  volumes  would  result  in 
decreased  damages  for  the  study  areas  and  areas  downstream.  Reduction  of 
sediment  load  into  existing  structures  would  also  be  achieved.  This  proposed 
alternative  represents  a  flexible  plan,  designed  to  benefit  not  only  the  study  area,  but 
areas  downstream  as  well. 

The  objective  of  the  minor  multi-purpose  lakes  is  to  control  100%  of  the  100  - 
year  flood  for  30%  of  the  drainage  area.  The  controlled  area  would  be  located  in  the 
upper  reaches  of  the  tributary  watersheds  throughout  the  study  area.  The  minor  lakes 
would  provide  for  100-year  sediment  storage  and  100-year  flood  storage,  and  a 
permanent  conservation  pool.  Based  on  the  30%  area  criteha,  approximately  50  to  74 
minor  multi-purpose  structures  would  be  required.  The  number  of  structures  required 
is  based  on  an  average  drainage  area  of  10  square  miles. 

Large  major  multi-purpose  lake(s)  are  proposed  to  be  located  on  the  West  Fork 
above  Lake  Bridgeport.  There  are  four  proposed  combinations  of  major  lake(s)  that 
could  be  built.  The  major  lakes  would  consist  of  the  same  pool  levels  as  the  minor 
lakes,  but  would  control  a  much  larger  drainage  area.   100%  of  the  100-year  flood 
storage  would  be  available  at  each  of  the  major  lake(s)  for  the  drainage  area 
controlled.  Therefore,  the  size  of  each  lake(s)  will  be  dependent  on  the  presence,  if 
any,  of  other  structures  upstream. 

One  obstacle  to  this  plan  is  the  requirement  of  operational  changes  at  Lake 
Bridgeport.  The  proposed  changes  are  to  limit  the  maximum  outflow  to  the 
downstream  channel  capacity  of  5000  cfs.    At  present  TCWCID  no.  1  utilizes 
approximately  46,000  acre  feet  for  temporary  flood  storage.  The  increased  flood 
storage  could  be  obtained  by  an  optimal  combination  of  lowehng  the  conservation 
pool  and  /  or  raising  the  top  of  the  temporary  flood  control  pool.  Protection  of  Lake 
Bridgeport's  yield  might  require  transferring  the  lost  conservation  storage  to  the 
upstream  lakes.   In  addition  there  would  likely  be  resistance  upstream  just  as  there 
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has  been  in  Wise  County.  If  the  cities  in  the  head  waters  area  were  granted  some 
water  rights  it  could  actually  t)ecome  appealing  to  them,  unlike  the  Boyd  plan  which 
appeals  to  no  one  above  the  dam.   Moreover  we  feel  that  the  proposed  minor 
structures  would  be  welcomed  by  many  landowners  just  as  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  structures  in  Wise  County  have  been. 

The  Sandy  Creek  plan  completed  in  1955  has  only  11  of  31  proposed 
structures  finished  in  Wise  County  and  1 6  of  25  proposed  structures  completed  in 
H/lontague  and  Clay  Counties.  The  Salt  Creek  Plan  completed  in  1964  is  farther  along 
with  17  of  21  proposed  structures  being  built.  To  date  no  easements  have  been  paid 
and  no  condemnations  have  been  necessary  to  build  what  we  feel  is  a  significant  step 
in  controlling  flooding  in  Wise  County  and  downstream.     In  an  attempt  to  speed 
construction  of  these  projects  Wise  County, Wise  County  Water  Control  and 
Improvement  District  #1 ,  Wise  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District,  Tarrant 
County  Water  Control  and  Improvement  District*  1  and  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  entered  into  an  agreement  (the  first  of  its  kind  in  the  country)to 
build  8  structures  in  five  years  in  Wise  County.  Three  structures  were  completed  in 
1994  and  easements  are  in  hand  to  complete  at  least  2  structures  in  1995.    It  is 
interesting  to  note  that  the  8  million  requested  to  continue  the  "Upper  Trinity  Study" 
would  almost  fund  the  remaining  structures  in  this  three  decade  old  plan. 

We  cannot  over  emphasize  the  fact  that  we  do  not  share  a  "Common  Vision" 
with  NCTCOG  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  Proposed  Boyd  Detention  Structure. 
We  feel  it  is  grossly  unfair  to  expect  one  county  to  accept  all  the  pain  and  none  of  the 
benefits  for  a  project  that  if  split  into  smaller  "bites"  may  benefit  those  upstream  as  well 
as  downstream.  It  is  not  the  desire  of  Wise  County  to  push  this  problem  on  our 
neighbors  upstream  as  the  Corps/COG  plan  does  to  Wise  County  but  we  firmly 
believe  that  any  further  studies  need  to  be  directed  to  the  source  of  the  problem, 
whether  it  be  upstream  where  the  water  comes  from  or  downstream  where 
uncontrolled  development  in  the  floodplain  has  created  a  desire  for  this  study. 

Submitted  March  23,  1995 
Paul  Wood,  Wise  County 
Comrnissioner  Precint  #4 


nnjiesic 


977 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  have  something? 

Mr.  Wood.  I  would  just  Uke  to  thank  you  for  your  time.  We  got 
in  late  on  the  schedule.  Ms.  Bridges  spent  the  last  five  years  of  her 
life,  her  entire  retirement  so  far,  fighting  with  this  threat  of  this 
thing  over  our  head. 

We  would  like  the  committee  to  understand  as  it  stands  now, 
just  the  threat  of  this  thing  being  built  is  nearly  as  bad  as  the 
project  itself.  Wise  County  joined  Tarrant  County.  We  have  people 
wanting  to  move  to  Wise  County.  They  want  to  get  out  of  the  city 
and  come  up  to  move  into  the  country. 

People  that  I  know  in  the  real  estate  industry  told  me  there  was 
a  story  on  the  local  news,  of  course  the  Dallas  television  market  is 
one  of  the  largest  markets  in  the  Nation,  but  they  did  a  story  on 
this  proposed  dam  and  interviewed  Mrs.  Bridges  and  other  folks 
and  the  Corps.  And  immediately  when  people  would  call  up  to  their 
office  and  he  would  say,  I  have  this  nice  development  down  close 
to  Paris.  Well,  I  heard  that  is  going  to  be  flooded.  Overnight,  the 
market  was  shut  down. 

And  gentlemen,  what  we  need  is  a  quick  resolution  to  this  thing. 
We  want  to  know  that  it  is  going  to  be  gone  and  it  will  not  crawl 
back  up  from  under  a  rock  again.  I  was  naive  enough  five  years 
ago  when  the  Corps  reconnaissance  study — that  is  a  hard  word,  by 
the  way. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  must  be  that  microphone. 

Mr.  Wood.  That  might  be  what  it  is.  When  the  reconnaissance 
study  five  years  ago  gave  the  benefits  to  cost  as  .34  to  every  dollar 
of  cost,  I  was  naive  enough  to  think  that  will  never  come  back. 
Well,  miraculously  that  number  has  jumped  to  1.2  in  a  very  short 
period  of  time.  We  were  told  the  .34  up  to  October.  Gentlemen,  we 
would  like  to  see  this  thing  killed.  And  we  would  appreciate  your 
consideration. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill? 

Mr.  Bevill.  When  is  this  study  scheduled  to  be  complete? 

Ms.  Bridges.  I  believe  they  are  asking  for  another  year  of  study. 
We  would  like  for  our  alternative  to  be  deleted  forever.  We  would 
like  to  continue  building  small  structures  and  cost  sharing  and 
benefitting  the  county  and  anything  we  do  in  our  county  and  going 
to  benefit  all  the  way  down  to  Trinity. 

Mr.  Bevill.  The  Chairman  and  I  work  very  close  with  your  good 
Congressman  and  we  will  be  working  close  with  him  on  this.  And 
it  is  good  to  see  you. 

Ms.  Bridges.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Wood.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill  thank  you  for  your 
time.  Look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  Hamilton,  Mr.  Young,  Mr. 
Hudson,  and  Mr.  Groves  follow:] 
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March  18,  1995 


The  Honorable  John  Myers 

House  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Resources 

Washington,  D.  C.  20510 


To  The  Honorable  John  Myers: 

I  am  president  of  a  grass  roots  organization  known  as  the  Wise 
Trinity  Watershed  Association  (WTWA) .  We  oppose  the  Boyd  detention 
structure  alternative  included  in  the  Upper  Trinity  River 
Feasibility  Study.  We  have  inclosed  a  petition  in  regards  to  this 
alternative.  It  would  cause  severe  economic,  environmental,  and 
social  damage  to  the  western  hal£  of  Wise  County.  I  have  attached 
information  in  regards  to  the  agriculture,  oil  and  gas,  and  tax 
base  loss  that  would  be  incurred.  These  are  the  most  prominent  but 
not  all  of  the  economic  losses  we  would  face.  You  will  be  shown 
data  that  gives  this  structure  a  1.2  benefit/cost  ration  resulting 
from  40  million  dollars  in  flood  benefits  for  the  Dallas/Ft.  Worth 
metroplex.  I  charge  that  it  is  not  cost  effective  when  you  deduct 
our  20  million  annual  loss  of  economy. 

You  will  also  be  given  information  that  shows  a  claim  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  that  they  can  enhance  the  wildlife  and  improve 
the  environment  of  the  proposed  area.  I  charge  that  they  have  not 
done  one  environment  study  in  this  area.  The  area  in  question  has 
an  excellent  balance  between  wetlands,  hardwood  forest,  and 
agriculture  production,  with  the  latter  furnishing  food  supply  for 
migrating  water  fowl.  All  of  this  would  be  lost  as  a  result  of  the 
detention  dam. 

The  social  damage  would  also  be  extensive.  The  area  in 
question  does  not  only  include  the  river  bottom  flood  plain.  Much 
of  it  is  good  development  land  for  Wise  County  that  is  being 
divided  up  into  5  to  50  acre  tracts  of  land  with  new  homes  on  each. 
All  of  this  economic,  environmental,  and  social  damage  has  been 
ignored  by  the  study. 

The  Corps  and  NCTCOG  have  ignored  the  study  constraints  they 
set  up  as  listed  in  the  Reconnaissance  Study  dated  March  of  1990. 
Specifically,  there  is  no  public  support  for  this  structure  in  Wise 
County  or  the  metroplex,  the  structure  benefits  the  metroplex  flood 
plain  while  causing  severe  problems  for  Wise  County,  the  structure 
is  not  cost  effective  when  the  economic  loss  to  Wise  County  is 
included,  and  most  importantly  the  "Corridor  Development 
Certificate"  process  designed  to  prevent  the  further  loss  of  valley 
storage  in  the  metroplex  has  been  ignored, during  the  study  period, 
by  many  of  the  local  governments  Involved  in  the  study.  I  have 
attached  a  1993  Dallas  Morning  News  article  that  describes  this 
fully. 

As  you  read  information  in  regards  to  the  Upper  Trinity  River 
Feasibility  Study  you  will  notice  that  continuous  reference  Is  made 
to  lack  of  flood  protection  for  the  SPF  flood  (Standard  Project 
Flood).  The  SPF  flood  event  is  used  in  the  benefit/cost  analysis 
for  all  flood  projects  in  the  study.  This  flood  event  is  not  the 
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100  year  event,  nor  the  200  year  event.  It  Is  not  even  the  500  year 
event.  The  SPF  event  is  the  800  year  event  meaning  it  has  the 
probability  of  occurring  once  every  800  years.  Of  course  it  would 
cause  great  damage,  but  is  the  American  tax  payer  now  expected  to 
be  charged  with  the  protection  of  something  that  might  happen  once 
every  800  years?  Ridiculous!  There  is  mounting  evidence  that  our 
whole  flood  plain  philosophy  is  50  -  75  years  out  of  date.  We  can 
no  longer  afford  to  develop  a  flood  plain  in  a  metropolitan  area 
and  then  build  large  expensive  flood  projects  that  do  not  give  true 
protection  in  the  long  term.  This  philosophy  reeks  of  "pork  barrel" 
and  bureaucratic  job  security.  The  American  tax  payer  cannot  and 
will  not  support  this. 

Finally  sir  I  have  enclosed  a  "  Flood  Protection  Plan  For  The 
West  Fork  of  the  Trinity  River"  that  was  done  as  an  alternative  to 
the  Boyd  structure.  It  was  completed  in  a  year  at  a  cost  of 
approximately  200  thousand  dollars  and  centers  around  a  small  dam 
concept.  It  is  still  expensive  to  the  tax  payer  but  it  is  an 
alternative  that  was  done  in  a  spirit  of  cooperation  to  solve  the 
problem.  It  was  ignored  by  NCTCOG  and  the  Corps.  We  citizens  have 
worked  since  1990  to  develop  alternatives  and  address  problems 
associated  with  the  West  Fork  only  to  have  the  Boyd  structure 
forced  down  our  throats.  It  is  not  a  new  idea.  The  Boyd  structure 
has  been  around  for  over  30  years  starting  as  a  reservoir  and  now 
as  a  detention  structure.  We  are  sick  of  it  affecting  our  lives.  We 
want  the  Boyd  structure  killed,  not  delayed,  not  studied  longer, 
and  not  left  laying  on  the  shelf  for  some  future  time.  We  ask  that 
you  delay  further  funding  for  the  "Upper  Trinity  River  Feasibility 
Study"  until  the  Boyd  structure  is  resolved.  Also  In  case  the 
subject  comes  up  about  this  structure  being  turned  back  into  a 
possible  multi  purpose  water  supply  reservoir  let  me  close  by 
stating  that  the  Texas  Water  Development  Boards  50  year  plan  showed 
ample  water  supply  already  in  existence  along  the  West  Fork  of  the 
Trinity. 

Thank  you. 


J^-^. 


Bill  Lewis 

President,  WTWA 

Director, Wise  Co  Water  Control 

and  Improvement  District 
Citizen  and  Rancher 
Rt  1  Box  58 
Paradise,  Tx. 76073 
(817)  433-5208  home 
(817)  683-6126  bus. 


[clerk's  Note:   Attached  to  Mr.  Lewis'  statement  was  a  petition 
signed  by  approximately  1,200  individuals  in  opposition  to  the 
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March  21.  1995 

House  Subcomminee  on  Energy  and  Water  Resources 

Dear  Sin, 

This  letter  is  to  inform  you  of  our  opposition  to  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Dam  to  be 
constructed  in  Wise  County,  Texas.  This  dam  is  proposed  as  a  holding  area  for  flood  waters 
accumulated  on  the  upper  Trinity  water  shed.  Its  purpose  is  to  detain  these  flood  waten  for  a 
time,  then  be  drained.  We  object  strongly  to  this  type  of  project  due  to  the  devastation  of 
many  aspects  of  our  lives  in  Wise  County.  The  loss  of  a  large  part  of  our  tax  base  -  over  one 
hundred  million  dollars  -  would  be  tragic  for  our  economy.  There  would  be  a  loss  of  over 
40,000  acres  of  prime  agriculmral  and  residential  land.  This  affects  the  lives  of  over  900 
families  directly  within  the  boundaries  of  the  detention  site  as  well  as  countless  others  affected 
who  are  adjacent  to  or  nearby.  The  destruction  of  thousands  of  hardwood  trees  and  wildlife 
enviromnem  would  result  from  this  periodic  flooding.  Wise  County  is  a  major  producer  of  oil 
and  gas,  sand,  rock  and  gravel.  These  industries  would  suffer  major  losses  as  well  as  the  loss 
of  income  from  these  products  to  the  land  owners  in  Wise  County.  It  requires  relocation  or 
raising  (up  to  50  feet)  several  state  and  county  roads,  railroads,  utilities  and  pipelines. 

As  you  can  see,  there  is  no  benefit  from  this  type  of  project  for  Wise  County.  We  do  not 
believe  Wise  County  should  be  penalized  to  benefit  Eagle  Mountain  Lake  and  developments  in 
existing  flood  plains  in  Tarrant  &  Dallas  County.  These  developments  proceeded  with  full 
knowledge  of  flood  plain  risks.  We  do  not  want  to  pay  for  their  lack  of  self  discipline. 
However,  if  it  is  deemed  necessary,  we  propose  that  protection  occur  on  two  fronts.  One: 
Higher  levees  in  the  areas  effected.  Two:  Numerous  SMALL  detention  dams  should  be  built 
further  upstream  of  the  area  currently  proposed.  It  has  been  suggested  by  individuals  in  the 
civil  engineering  field  that  these  propositions  would  not  only  be  far  cheaper  and  less 
disruptive,  but  also  significantly  more  effective. 

As  a  developer  in  south  Wise  County,  the  recent  discussions  of  this  dam  have  greatly  slowed 
purchase  of  land  and  houses  in  not  only  my  development,  but  several  others  that  are 
potentially  "under  water'.  Obviously  the  mere  threat  of  this  dam  is  already  affecting  my 
livelihood  and  the  livelihood  of  many  others.  Our  petition  is  diat  you  strike  this  project  from 
your  pr(^osed  list  and  issue  an  immediate  statement  of  your  decision.  Further,  we  do  not 
believe  additional  monies  should  be  wasted  in  cost  benefit  analysis.  We  would  appreciate  your 
consideration  of  this  matter. 


Sincerely,  • 

Russ  Hamilton 
TRH  Developments 
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March  21,  1995 

House  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Resources 

Dear  Sirs, 

This  letter  is  to  inform  you  of  our  opposition  to  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Dam  to  be 
constructed  in  Wise  County,  Texas.  This  dam  is  proposed  as  a  holding  area  for  flood  waters 
accumulated  on  the  upper  Trinity  water  shed.  Its  purpose  is  to  detain  these  flood  waters  for  a 
time,  then  be  drained.  We  object  strongly  to  this  type  of  projea  due  to  the  devastation  of 
many  aspects  of  our  lives  in  Wise  County.  The  loss  of  a  large  pan  of  our  tax  base  -  over  one 
hundred  million  dollars  -  would  be  tragic  for  our  economy.  There  would  be  a  loss  of  over 
40.000  acres  of  prime  agricultural  and  residential  land.  This  affects  the  lives  of  over  900 
families  directly  within  the  boundaries  of  the  detention  site  as  well  as  countless  others  affected 
who  are  adjacent  to  or  nearby.  The  destruction  of  thousands  of  hardwood  trees  and  wildlife 
environment  would  result  from  this  periodic  flooding.  Wise  County  is  a  major  producer  of  oil 
and  gas,  sand,  roclc  and  gravel.  These  industries  would  suffer  major  losses  as  well  as  the  loss 
of  income  from  these  products  to  the  land  owners  in  Wise  County.  It  requires  relocation  or 
raising  (up  to  SO  feet)  several  state  and  county  roads,  railroads,  utilities  and  pipelines. 

As  you  can  see,  there  is  no  benefit  from  this  type  of  project  for  Wise  County.  We  do  not 
believe  Wise  County  should  be  penalized  to  benefit  Eagle  Mountain  Lake  and  developments  in 
existing  flood  plains  in  Tarrant  &,  Dallas  County.  These  developments  proceeded  with  full 
knowledge  of  flood  plain  risks.  We  do  not  want  to  pay  for  their  lack  of  self  discipline. 
However,  if  it  is  deemed  necessary,  we  propose  that  protection  occur  on  two  fronts.  One: 
Higher  levees  in  the  areas  effected.  Two:  Numerous  SMALL  detention  dams  should  be  built 
further  upstream  of  the  area  currently  proposed.  It  has  been  suggested  by  individuals  in  the 
civil  engineering  field  that  these  propositions  would  not  only  be  far  cheaper  and  less 
disruptive,  but  also  significantly  more  effeaive. 

As  a  developer  in  south  Wise  County,  the  recent  discussions  of  this  dam  have  greatly  slowed 
purchase  of  land  and  houses  in  not  only  my  development,  but  several  others  that  are 
potentially  "under  water".  Obviously  the  mere  threat  of  this  dam  is  alisadi  affecting  my 
livelihood  and  the  livelihood  of  many  others.  Our  petition  is  that  you  strike  this  project  from 
your  proposed  list  and  issue  an  immediate  statement  of  your  decision.  Further,  we  do  not 
believe  additional  monies  should  be  wasted  in  cost  benefit  analysis.  We  would  appreciate  your 
consideration  of  this  matter. 


Sincerely 


Cary  Young 
Wise  Acres,  LC 
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March  21,  1995 

Honorable  Paul  Wood 
Commissioner,  Precinct  4 
Wise  Coiinty  Court  House 
Decatur,  TX  76234 

Subject:  Property  Sales  and  Values  in  the  Trinity  Basin  of  Wise  Co. 

Reference:  Corps  of  Engineers  proposed  Feasibility  Study  of  Area 

Dear  Paul, 

Your  request  for  the  status  of  property  values  in  the  described  area  Eire  currently  holding 
at  the  values  indicative  of  January  1  of  this  year,  which  is  up  dramatically  from  December  of  1993. 
The  demand  for  homes  in  the  Paradise  Valley  and  Salt  Creek  Basin  hsis  been  the  significant 
reason  for  the  rise  in  values. 

Why  this  area?  Well,  the  Bridgeport  and  Paradise  school  districts  are  considered  among 
the  best  in  the  State  according  to  size,  and  the  proximity  to  the  Metroplex  makes  it  ideal  for 
commuting  to  jobs.  The  security  and  serenity  of  the  eirea  makes  it  extremely  enticing.  Developers 
have  been  calling  Realtors  in  this  area  on  a  regular  basis  to  locate  good  land  within  these  areas 
on  which  to  subdivide  into  quality  neighborhoods  with  nice  homes  and  amenities. 

The  resurrection  of  this  feasibility  study  has  created  a  problem  to  those  investments, 
however.  Due  to  rumors  of  what  "Might  Happen",  one  of  our  land  listings  was  withdrawn  from 
the  market,  temporarily,  because  we  could  not  offer  this  property  to  buyers  without  the  question 
of  possible  flooding  being  addressed.  Even  though  this  is  just  a  study,  buyers  would  consider  us 
-as  professional  REALTORS-  untruthful,  unethical,  and  unfairly  taking  advantage  of  them  if  the 
problem  question  was  not  addressed.  Our  problem  here  is  not  one  of  disclosure,  but  What  to 
Disdose.  The  normal  citizen  considers  this  plan  by  the  Corps  as  a  steamroller  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  that  this  study  is  actually  going  to  happen.  In  fact,  we  know  that  not  to  be  true. 
It  is  only  a  study.  But  we  caimot  give  any  firm  facts  as  to  the  future.  Therefore,  the  property  in 
this  area  is  in  question,  at  the  moment,  as  to  salable  values  for  developmental  purposes.  What 
are  we  to  tell  prospective  buyers  as  to  the  future  of  the  valley  and  its  potential  for  subdividing? 

Last  week,  the  TV  news  crew  from  Channel  4  in  Dallas  did  an  interview  in  Bridgeport 
concerning  this  "proposed  retention  Dam"  and  got  quite  an  audience  from  it.  Calls  from  the 
Metroplex  from  potential  buyers  of  Land  and  Homes  on  Land  in  our  selling  area  decreased.  Two 
prospective  buyers  this  week  have  not  wanted  to  see  property  in  the  lower  areas  arotmd 
Bridgeport  because  they  "heard"  that  it  was  going  to  be  flooded. 


Post  Office  Box  621    •  US  Hwy.  380  East  •  Bridgeport,  TX  76426 
(817)683-5191    •   FAX  (817)  683-2038 

Each  ottlce  independently  owned  and  operated 


As  representatives  of  Sellers  (owners),  we  try  to  present  properties  in  the  best  prospective 
and  show  its  best  use  £ind  potential.  By  law  we  must  disclose  to  the  buyer  any  problem  that  these 
properties  have.  Technically,  this  study  is  not  a  problem.  But  this  poses  a  greater  problem  in  that 
what  this  study  may  produce  could  be  detrimental  to  the  value  and  use  of  these  properties.  Should 
the  buyer  be  made  aware  of  this?  As  ethical  professionals,  we  think  they  should.  However,  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  seller,  are  we  bringing  up  the  proverbial  "WOLF!"  in  these  discussions? 
I  hope  this  helps  you  to  understand  why  we  would  rather  wait  a  few  weeks  before  marketing  these 
properties  again. 

This  is  not  helping  my  business  nor  the  futures  of  the  sellers  we  represent.  Please,  make 
the  decision  to  drop  this  all  together  or  commit  to  the  project.  Of  course  the  project  will  be  fought 
at  every  level  we  can  muster,  and  the  property  values  in  and  around  the  affected  areas  will  at  that 
time  drop  tremendously.  This  area  is  ripe  for  development  of  quality  homes  and  rural 
neighborhoods.  With  flooding  of  the  area  no  homes  will  be  built,  no  neighborhoods  established. 
Values  will  plummet  more  than  we  could  accept  as  being  in  our  "best  interests". 

In  total  support  of  your  position  in  this  matter,  I  am 


Respectfully  yours, 


)^c!Xry7ijvi  \ 


J.T.Tommy  Hudson 
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March  20,  199i3 


Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Subcoimnittee 
2362  Maybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20^1;? 

He:   Proposed  Boyd  Detention  Structure  Located  Near  Boyd,  Wise  County,  Texas 

Dear  Congressmen 

I  am  31  years  old.   I  was  bom  in  Bridgeport  and  have  lived  in  Bridgeport 
all  my  life  except  for  about  a  year  when  I  was  I4.  years  old.   I  grew  up 
flshin.'^  and  hunting.   Therefore,  I'm  one  of  an  ever  shrinking  group  of 
people  who  know  first  hand  of  the  situation  concerning  Lake  Bridgeport 
and  the  West  Fork  of  the  Trinity. 

I  own  an  interest  in  a  family  farm  which  has  been  in  our  family  for  over 
100  years.   I  and  every  other  taxpayer  in  'Vise  County  will  have  our  t3X?s 
•alsed  when  the  Boyd  Detention  Structure  is  built  because  of  the  massive 
davastatioD  it  ^111  Isy  on  Wise  CovuTty. 

It  is  morally  '.iror.~.      It  is  ethicelly  '.irron.-.   It  is  just  plain  v;roii~  for 
V/lss  County  to  h;:ve  to  pay  for  the  mistakes  of  othsrs. 

I  have  r3C3ntly  put  to'^ether  a  coi;u)oslte  US  ■}eoloT;icrl  Survey  Map  of 
the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Structure  on  contour  line  760. 

I  chose  line  760  in  ordsr  to  match  s  US  Army  Cor-^s  of  i^n-^ineers  Map 
v;hlch  is  on  contour  line  760, 

Tills  hir^hll-hted  US  '^eoloTlcsl  Surve^r  M^p  shows  in  shockinfi  reality  the 
shoreline  of  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Structure,  or,  if  you  will, 
the  proposed  Boyd  Lake  as  it  would  be  at  760  feet  of  elevation. 

As  can  be  seen,  these  two  naps  show  the  sane  configuration  of  the 
proposed  Boyd  Detention  Structure  on  elevation  contour  line  760. 

Hie  US  Army  Cor^s  of  3n-ineers  Han  shows  that  the  "ruide  Acnuisition 
Line  is  7i>Y.   The  spillway  crest  for  this  nro-'osed  structAire  is  Yblj-. 

The  mnrtinun  desi^  water  surface  elevation  is  776.7  (see  e:diibit  1), 
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ilie  emergency  services  affected  by  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Structtire, 
as  illustrated  on  this  US  Geological  Survey  Map  will  be  that 

1.  the  response  tlie  for  the  Boyd,  Bridgeport,  and  Decatur  ambulances 
will  be  increased, 

2.  the  response  time  for  the  Wise  Coxinty  Sheriff's  Department  will 
be  increased, 

3.  the  response  tine  for  the  Texas  Department  of  Public  Safety  will 
be  increased, 

U..      mutual  aid  response  tine  for  fire  departments  will  be  Increased, 
i3.   the  Bridgeport  Police  Department  will  be  submerged, 

6.  the  Bridgeport  fire  Station  will  be  submerged,  and 

7.  the  Paradise  fire  Station  '/Till  be  flooded. 

Some  other  major  disruptions  will  be  that 

1.  the  Paradise  ISD  will  be  destroyed, 

2.  the  Bridgeport  ISD  will  be  severely  damaged, 

3.  the  Boyd  ISD  will  lose  10  to  12?,  of  its  district, 

U..  the  Decatur  ISD  will  lose  a  small  part  of  its  district, 

i).  the  town  of  Paradise  will  be  ^0/^  flooded, 

6.  the  City  of  Bridgenort  will  have  ^1  businesses  flooded  or  submerged, 

7.  the  Bridgeport  City  Hall  will  be  flooded, 

8.  the  Bridgeport  sewer  plant  will  be  submerged, 

9.  the  City  of  Bridgeport  Shop  and  Warehouse  will  be  flooded, 

10,  a  large  number  of  homes  will  be  flooded  or  submerged, 

11.  the  railroad  will  be  closed  or  moved, 

12,  the  Paradise  TXI  Sand  and  travel  Plant  will  be  flooded, 

13.  the  gas  plant  on  US  360  West  of  Bridgeport  will  be  flooded, 
11^.,  the  Bridgeport  Industrial  Park  will  be  submerged, 

3i>,  the  Bridgenort  Chamber  of  Commerce  Office  will  be  submerged, 

16.  the  Paradise  Post  Office  ';d.ll  be  flooded, 

17.  the  Paradise  First  Baptist  Ch\irch  will  be  flooded, 

18.  the  Paradise  Church  of  Christ  will  be  flooded, 

19.  the  flatwood  Baptist  Church  will  be  flooded, 

20.  the  Arkansas  Cemetery  will  be  flooded,  and 

21.  the  Bridgeport  Cemetery  West  will  be  flooded. 

The  travel  restrictions  imposed  will  be  that 

1.  US  Highway  38O  at  the  Trinity  River  will  be  closed, 

2.  US  Highway  38O  at  Big  Sandy  will  be  closed, 

3.  Highway  3I  South  fron  Decatur  will  be  closed, 

Ij..  Highway  III4.  from  Bridgeport  to  Boyd  will  be  closed, 

5.  ii-M  920  at  the  Trinity  River  will  be  closed, 

6.  f-M  2123  at  the  Trinity  River  and  East  of  Cottondale  ';d.ll  be  closed, 
■/.  f-M  32b9  will  be  closed, 

8.  fM  1610  at  Big  Sandy  will  be  questionable,  and 

9.  r-K  I6b8  at  Village  Creek  will  be  questionable. 
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?.crlL2r,    I  si-.id  the  emer-^ercy  resDo^se  time  •■;o"ld  iDci-eass  md  I  i^st 
uiid  th.-.t;  al'  thes3  hl~hways  wo'-ld  b'?  closed.   L;;t's  9;c:;lore  this  J  ininui;e. 

If  the  hirrhwfiys  are  -^ot  raised, 

1.  em9rf^e"oy  r33po'se  time  vlll  i-de'?d  i-'crease, 

2.  school  bus  routes  will  become  lo-iTer  for  the  Tffected  districts, 

3.  it  vili  take  more  time  to  ^o    to  chiTch,  to  work,  to  the  doctor,  etc., 
a-d 

L|..   law  enforcement  will  be  e^rrp.ied   in  traffic  co-trol  instead  of 
crime  control  because  i^  time  cf  hi'^h  water  moro  of  ths  county 
road  -etwork  will  be  oressed  into  overtime  service. 

A'-d,  if  the  hin:hways  and  bridfjies  are  raised,  there  Jre  6  river  bridojes, 
2  ma.lor  bridges  on  Bio;  Sandy,  and  2  major  bridges  on  '>arrett  and  S:ilt 
Creeks. 

That  is  10  major  bridges,  not  to  mention  the  smaller  ones.   Some  of  these 
bridn;es  would  have  to  be  50  or  more  feet  high.   Pour  and  one-half  miles 
of  Highway  51  and  several  stretches  of  Highway  lit;,  some  of  which  50  or 
more  feet  high  and  on  and  on. 

How  much  would  all  this  cost? 

Colncldently,  the  I4.OOO  acres,  proposed  to  be  purchased  (the  remainin- 
acreage  is  nronosed  to  be  leased  for  80  days  a  year),  can  be  flooded 
without  p\'ttinq:  any  water  o^^  Hlghwoys  5I  and  lli4..   I'm  willing  to  bet 
thnt  th?  hi-rhwavs  won't  be  raised.   Only  in  time  of  major  floodin-^  wo^ild 
the  complete  highway  network  be  shi^t  down.   This  is  after  all  a  detention 
structure. 

To  put  it  another  way,  why  shoi;ld  GOT-  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  be 
concerned  abo'it  Wise  County  travel  being  interrupted?  Hone  of  this 
massive  devastation  seems  to  phase  them.   They  just  keep  coming.   This 
monster  has  been  stalking  BoTd  since  the  early  1960's. 

Either  way,  though,  we  get  the  shaft.   On  the  one  hand,  we  get  great 
inconvenience.   On  the  other,  more  tax  money  is  wasted  on  a  project  where 
there  are  proven  cost  effective  alternatives  which  could  be  put  in  place, 
to  wit: 

1.  samll  lakes  on  the  tributaries  of  the  West  Fork  above  Lake  Bridgeport, 

2.  levees  along  the  Trinity  through  the  Dallas-Port  Worth  Metroplex,  and 

3.  cleaning  out  the  West  Pork  between  Lake  Bridgeport  and  Lake  Eagle 
Mountain. 

None  of  these  alternatives  weld  require  the  wasteful  and  irresponsible 
use  of  the  most  valuable  commodity  in  the  world.   Our  land. 

We  lose  either  way  on  the  railroad  situatio  •  as  well.   If  It  is  moved, 
we  lose  more  land.   If  the  railroad  is  closed,  well  you  Tet  the  picture. 

How  much  would  it  cost  to  acaulre  35  or  l^O  miles  of  right  of  way  and 
build  a  railroad  bridge  across  the  Trinity  and  countless  creeks?   Too 
much  when  proven  and  more  nractlcal  alternatives  exist. 
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The  llhr   byppfig  in  Brid^enort  from  12th  street  thronr^h  Tidewater  -rill  be 
flooded.   The  City  of  3ridn;eT:ort  dll  not  only  loose  advalorum  tax  revenue 
mt  sales  tax  and' utility  revenue  as  well.   Today  there  are  51  businesses 
and  a  lar^e  nunber  of  housini?  units  in  Bridgeport  -.'hich  would  be  flooded 
at  contour  line  760. 

County  roads  and  bridges,  some  of  which  cross  the  West  Pork,  will  be 
submerged  oausin<T  the  county  hi^^her  maintainance  costs.   And  who  pays 
for  that? 

The  Bridgeport  sewer  plant  will  hr=ve  to  be  moved.   The  only  location 
available  would  bs  much  higher  than  the  present  location.   '/ould  it  be 
feasible?   Is  it  an  accepted  practice  to  place  a  sewer  plant  on  the 
high  -ground? 

Bridgeport  xiras  a  coal  mining  town  at  the  turn  of  the  century.   Therefore, 
much  of  the  city  sits  on  coal  mining  tunnels  and  shafts,  \-lhat   effect 
would  flood  water  have  on  this  situation?   'rfhat  environmental  Issues 
would  be  present? 

There  are  many  oil  and  gas  wells  within  this  proposed  structure.   How 
much  would  this  cost?   What  environmental  Issues  would  be  present? 

The  Bridgeport  water  purification  plant  would  be  slightly  flooded  at 
the  maximum  design  water  surface  elevation. 

'According  to  the  chief  appraiser  for  the  Wise  County  Appraisal  District, 
the  estimated  loss  to  the  tax  base  would  be  $100  million.  The  estimated 
loss  in  property  tax  revenues  would  be  '^2   million  (see  exhibit  2), 

The  Wise  Trinity  Watershed  Association  estimates  that  the  preliminary 
agriculture  yearly  production  losses  in  the  757  easement  area  would  be 
*9,l4.01,U+3  (see  exhibit  3). 

Several  thousand  acres  of  prime  bottom  land  will  be  rendered  useless. 

Several  thousand  acres  of  timber  will  be  lost. 

Wildlife  habitat  will  be  destroyed. 

A  way  of  life  which  is  disappearing  all  to  fast  will  disappear  even  more. 

With  all  this  devastation,  though,  COC  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have 
the  audacity  to  say  that  this  project  is  cost  effective. 

I  respectfully  submit  that  COT  and  the  Corps  of  T^ngineers  don't  have  a 
clue  as  to  what  is  cost  effective. 

If  they  did,  they  would  be 

1.  building  levees  in  the  metroplex, 

2.  building  small  lakes  on  the  tributaries  of  the  West  Fori:  above 
Lake  Bridgeport,  and 

3.  cleaning  out  the  West  Fork  between  Lake  Bridgeport  and  Lake  Eagle 
Mountain. 
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Action  by  the  Tarrant  County  Water  Control  and  Improvement  District  #1 
->  keep  Lake  Bridgeport  5  to  7  feet  below  the  spillway  would  also  be  a 
i/^  asset  to  control  the  flooding  on  the  Trinity.   After  all.  Lake 

Bridgeport  was  originally  built  for  water  storage  and  flood  protection 

vsee  exhibit  I4.). 

As  can  be  seen  on  exhibit  1;,  Lake  Bridgeport  used  to  have  a  spillway 
elevation  of  826  with  a  capacity  of  l4.8l;,b00  acre  feet  of  flood  storage. 

In  the  1970'3,  the  spillway  elevation  was  raised  to  836.   The  result  was 
that  the  flood  storage  capacity  was  lost.   This  resulted  in  larger 
releases  of  water.   These  releases  aggravated  tremendously  the  natural 
ageing  process  of  the  West  Pork  to  the  point  that  many  of  the  large 
trees  which  lined  the  West  Pork  are  now  in  the  bed  of  the  river. 

This  allowed  the  banks  to  errode  faster  than  they  would  have  otherwise. 
Consequently,  the  West  Pork  below  Lake  Bridgeport  has  filled  with  silt 
and  large  trees  to  where  it  will  only  carry  a  fraction  of  the  water 
it  once  carried. 

^iven  its  contributions  to  the  flooding  problems  on  the  West  Pork,  I'm 
certainly  not  surprised  that  the  Tarrant  County  Water  Control  and 
Improvement  District  #1  is  a  sponsor  of  the  Trinity  Study. 

There  are  over  1000  square  miles  of  drainage  area  above  Lake  Bridgeport 
•see  exhibit  I4.). 

There  will  be  I703  square  miles  of  drainage  area  above  the  Boyd  Detention 
Structure  (see  exhibit  1). 

Therefore,  there  is  almost  two-thirds  of  the  drainage  area  of  the  proposed 
Boyd  Detention  Structure  outside  the  area  serviced  by  the  North  Central 
Texas  Council  of  Oovemments  in  Arlington  where  Mr.  Gary  Skaggs  is 
chairman  of  the  Trinity  River  Corridor  Steering  Committee. 

Mr.  Skaggs  is  scheduled  to  testify  at  Congressional  hearings  on  March  23, 
1995  before  the  House  and  Senate  appropriations  subcommittees  on  water 
resource  development  (see  exhibit  5). 

How  can  the  NCTCCO  in  Arlington  solve  the  problem  of  the  flooding  on  the 
West  Pork  when  the  problem  lies  upstream  from  its  16  county  area? 

I  respectfully  submit  that  the  place  to  control  the  flood  water  on  the 
West  Pork  is  at  its  source  in  Archer,  Clay,  and  Jack  Counties  above 
Lake  Bridgenort.   Water  also  reaches  the  West  Pork  from  Montague  County. 

These  counties  are  in  the  area  serviced  by  the  COG  office  in  Wichita 
Palls,  Texas. 

The  whole  problem  with  this  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Structure  is  that 
COG  in  Arlington  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  are  attempting  to  solve 
a  division  problem  using  multiplication. 
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The  solution  Is 

1.  small  lakes  on  the  tributaries  of  the  West  Pork  above  Lake  Bridgeport, 

2.  hold  Lake  Bridgeport  a  few  feet  below  Its  spillway, 

3.  clean  out  the  West  Pork  below  Lake  Bridgeport,  and 
k-      build  levees  in  the  metroplex. 

The  Trinity  Study,  as  it  should,  emphasizes  the  beautif ication  of  the 
Trinity.   The  Boyd  Detention  Structure  will  lay  waste  to  some  20  or  so 
miles  of  the  West  Pork. 

What  do  beautificotion  and  the  total  devastation  of  20  or  so  miles  of 
the  West  Pork  have  in  common? 

We  in  Wise  County  need  the  Bovd  Detention  Structure  cancelled  forever 
so  we  don't  have  to  worry  about  this  monster  anymore.   Thirty-five 
years  is  long  enough. 

America  needs  the  Boyd  Detention  Structure  cancelled  because  America's 
^1  billion  can  be  much  better  utilized  on  the  cost  effective  proven 
alternatives  listed  above.   The  remainder  of  America's  $1   billion  could 
then  be  spent  on  other  problems. 

Please  pass  this  very  important  matter  on  to  your  fellow  representatives, 
be  they  Democrat  or  Republican,  because  this  affects  us  all.   This  type 
of  precedent  has  no  place  in  our  form  of  government. 

?lea3e  understand  that  the  enormity  of  the  Boyd  Detention  Structure  has 
dictated  the  length  of  this  letter. 

If  I  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  advise.   My  phone  number  is 
817-683-I4.785. 

Respectfully  yours 


Gerald  Wayne  Groves 

802  Stevens 

Bridgeport,  Texas   7614.26 

Attachments 

1.  Exhibit  1 — Pertinent  Data  Boyd  Detention  Structure  Alternative 

Wise  County  Messenger— August  12,  1990 

2.  Exhibit  2 — Letter  from  Michael  Hand,  Chief  Appraiser  for  Wise 

CoTinty  Aporaisal  District,  to  Hon.  Judge  McDonald 
dated  2-15-95 

3.  Exhibit  3 — Wise  Trinity  Watershed  Association  preliminary  agriculture 

yearly  production  estimates  of  $9,14-01,114.5 
I4..   Exhibit  I4. — Picture  of  Lake  Bridgeport  statistical  board  on  page  3 

of  March  9,  1995  Bridgeport  Index 
5.   Exhibit  3 — Correspondence  from  NCTCOG  to  LouVee  Bridges 

EXPHESS  MAIL— Ketum  Receipt  Requested—No.  EFO52907087US 
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WISE  COUNTY  tJESSOiCESL  Decinr.  Texis.  Sunday.  August  \Z'  1990 


Pertinent  Data    '    ^^    ^; 
Boyd  Detention  Structure  Ailemativa 

GEN02A1: 

Location:     Over  MBg6(W.7  on  the  West  Foto  about  Z    ', 

ittf  e»  norttwe  Jt  of  ttw  city  or  Boyd.  Vlte  Cfeurty. 
Texaj. ..  '  -         --     ,  'C  -     - 

Drainage  Afca:     1703  square  miles 
Rood  Protedton:       ControJs  floods  la/cw  tton  4,950  ctT 

'    discharge  up  to  the  St^yea  Hood  awot. 
OVERROW  SPtUWAY  DESIGN  INFORMATION: 
Design  Rood:  Protxabie  Maximum  Rood 

Peak  Inflow:  653.000  cfs 

Volume:  1,974,800  acre-feet  or2!^lnct)©JWOCff: 

Peak  Outflow:  326/«30  cts  (Inciudei  4.950  cH  torn  outlet: 

works) 
Length:  750  feet 

Type:  Ogee  weir 

Control:  None 

OUTLET  WORKS: 

Type  and  Dlmerulons:  One  13-foot  da.  drcUar  condjB- 
Control:  Two  6'  x  13"  gates; 
Bevotlon  of  Invert  at  Intake:  6e0.0  feet  NGVD 
AREA  -  CAPACITY  DATA; 

Elevation  Volume 

HEM  (feet  NGVD)         (Ac-tt) 

:  783.0  1.982«D 


BYhilBiT   I 


Aiea 
{Acted 
SOjMO 


776,7 
757.0 


754.0 
754.0  to  67Z0 


1^47500 
929,fl00 


840.100 
39,700 


.45.485 
;30.920 


2e.92J 


Top  of  Dam:  ^ 

Maximum  Design       '  < 
.  Water  Surface.'.,.  ,.  I 
3ulde-Acauistflo^  Une?' 
Top  of  5&vear  flood  ^-  -' 
Contro  Pool  and 
Spillway  Oestr        ' 
Sediment  pool 
cIiABANKMENT: 

Total  Embankment  Length: 

Embankment  Type: 

Total  Compacted  RD  Requlpred: 

Total  Spillway  Excavation: 

Economic  Summary 

(BasMl  on  January  1990  price  level  and  d»»»topm«it) 
PROJECT  COSTS:  *>,;,««  ™v, 

Land  &  Damages: — ff^^-SS 

4603ftl<50Q 


18jOOOfeet(3>4mBes) 

Eorthfilt 

13^60,100  cubic  yards 

6.25000  cubic  voids 


Relocations: — 

Construction: 


Subtotal  Construction: 


Engineering  and  Design  (8.0%) 

Supervision  and  Administration  (6.8%): ...: 

Project  Rrst  Cost: 

unrerest  During  Construction  (84  months): .- 
rotal  Investmerrt: _ - 


$44,a06;60a    I 

6J593,aOO 

30310200 

81.210.100 

„...188J061/C0 

njao-900 

■.■.9656.800 

, 209X179300 

„.79,34T.e00 


_„„28a>ttl.l00 


ANNUAL  COSTS: 

Merest  and  Amo«ttzatlon  9  8-7/8  percent  SiSO-yrs.—.. 

Total  Annual  Cost: ....„ _ 

AVERAGE  ANNUAL  BENERTS: 

Averoge  Annud  Benefits: -"• 


BENEFIT/COSr  ANALYSIS; 

Average  Annud  Benefits; 

Total  Annual  Cost: 

Beneflt/Cost  Ratio 

Net  Annual  Benefits: .-.» 


.25,967200 

35,000 

.26.002.200 


.  8,904  JXO 
.26flP.200 
-.034 


,->7X)98.200 


Note:  This  does  qqI  Include  benefits  for  capture  of  sedlmeirfotlon  Of  for 
flood  control  along  Eagle  Mountain  Lake  and  lake  Worth.  IndudlnBlhese, 
the  benefit/cost  rotto  Inaeoses  to  0.8  to  1 .  
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Wise  County  Appraisal  District     

PHONE  627-3081  206  S  STATE  STREET  DECATUR.  TEXAS  762 


^Hidir  z 


Fi-lJ)  uai  y     15,     1993 

Hon.     7i.ui.je    HuOcmalii 
Wisf    Cuuiily    t:ui.ii   LhuLi'. 
P.O.     B...>: 


Jn.J.jp    Mr  OoiiflliJ: 

AL     Vi.iii      leniii'til     I     liavo    i:lhiiii  I  )  I'd    &■;--.  1.  i  m-i  Lus,     Tcr     Itit?    l(.s.=;     in    trfs: 
|j.n!=(?    and    revenue?;     fi.i-     thf?    pir.|K.si7<l    Pcyil    n.:>in    priijt.'cb.     I    est;iinat;t 

F'>t  iiii^Li-'J     in     lii-^v:;     i,,     |.,,-:    U.^st- S 1 OO    n.illii.t 

E^'.imalcil     lc.'=s     in    |ir  n|jer  l;y     l;a;:    levenu.}.^. *a    millii.-i 

Tilt;     lL>t.'jifes    crPdt.i-'d    hy     thivi    |ri  oiiij'".<_-il    iJ.iin    w)  1  i     lK<vt>    an    HfTcr-t  I.    im 
all     tyix^s    o  r    |jro|)er  ty    in     thf?    County    ^ml    will    l)«?    urease    -*n 
f(.;cin(.inij  (      impaLL     fni      yH.ai  ^i     to    (iiiiie.        Tlie    luBS    in    pi  fdui  t  i<fri    of 
oil-ya-s,    .Hilling    >..  r    =aniJ    gravi:.  1  ,    c»ntl    .^.ji   ii.i.il  tin  ^1    pnnjui.  ts    will 
lirtVie    a    r.ir    rRr<iliinij    i^f  r(:>t..  l.s    liHyt.ni)    lJi..(-'    County    as    we^    supply 
portj..n5    of    thei^e    material'?    Uii<?d    liy    jndu^l.ry    in    the    Dal  las- Foi  I 
Uoi  th    ri<'l;i  pplax,     the    State    of    Tn.vas,     nnU    tlirouyliout    the    liorUI. 

If    you    need    any    acid  i  I;  j  onal     infi.i  tna  t  ]  ..n    i  liydn-.J  iii.j     Lhu-se    il...    not 
hfc'si  1.^1 1-    to    call  . 


Micti.^el    HAriil 
Ch  lef    A|jprais«; 
WiBf    CAD 
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WISE  TRINITY  WATERSHED  ASSOCIATION 


Preliminary  agriculture  yearly  production  estimates  for  the 
Boyd  Dam  757  easement  area: 


^XHiBir  3 


Acres 

Y,ield/Acre 

Gross  5 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Peanuts 
Watermelons 
Cantaloupes 
Sorghum 
Small  Grains 

757 
390 
300 
375 
3000 

1379  lbs. 
10,000  lbs. 

4,000  lbs. 

4.000  lbs. 
30  bu. 

365,000 
175,500 
157,500 
74,800 
342,000 

II, 

Dairy  and  Cattle 

»  Mead 

I.bs.  per. 

yr.  per  cow 

1. 

Milk  Cows 

2300 

15000 

4,140.000 

2. 

Beef  Cattle 
(Cow  calf  un 

# 
its) 

Units 
4080 

$  Per  Head 
490 

1,939,420 

3. 

Stockers 

628,000 

4. 

Culled  Dairy 

766 

550 

421,300 

in. 

Hay 

Acres        Tons/Acre 

1  . 

Coastal 

2250 

5        675 

000 

2. 

Sudan 

3575 

3        482 

625 

A9,40l    145    ) 
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LAKE  BRIDGEPORTj 


"SPILUKAY  ELEVATION  .  .  '  826  FT 
SERVICE  SPILLWAY:  '  ; 

"3  BAYS,  EACH  20  FT.  WIDE 
;  GATES  ON  2  BAYS    V 

PURPOSE:  mm  smny  sFiooD  pfiOTEcnoH 

DIIAIMAGE  AREA  ;  •  JJM  Sa  ML 
SURFACE  AREA  T  I0.200>:RES 
CAPAQTY  ^269.300  ACRE  FT, 

OPAQTV  Of  FLOOD  STOJWf  moOO  tai  Ft 
753.800  AOEFL 
75  FC! 
3  miles' 
"ISO  MILES' 
48*  valves' 

L820'Ft, 


TOTAL  OPACITY 
DEPTH     . 
,i;|  MAXIMUM  WIDTH     . 
iOREUME 
DISCHARGE  CONTROL 
■^HEIGHT  OF  DAM  .- 
_     UKCTlioFbAM^'' 
^ji*lDiCT|  OF  LEVEES 

•■'•:■  COMPUTED    AND    ACCiPUO- <^ 


THINGS  CHANGE  -  In  ihis  photo  in  a  1966  Bridgeport  High  School  yearbook,  the  sign  at  Lake 
Bridgeport  Dam  numbers  4S4,000  acre  feet  offload  storage  capacity  among  its  assets.  Elevation  of  the 
dam  has  since  been  raised:  Gerald  Groves,  owner  of  the  yearbook,  illustrates  the  changing  objectives 
of  the  Tarrant  County  Water  Board.  (Pictured:  Class  officers  Eddie  Watkins.  Debra  Culpepper. 
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Auto  Emissions  Inspections  Program  on  hold... 

As  you  all  know,  the  State  of  Texas  has  suspended  the  auto  emissions  Inspection  and 
Maintenance  program  until  May  1st  1995.  At  a  briefing  on  Febmary  23, 1995.  TNRCC 
Chairman  John  Hall  indicated  that  a  hybrid  testing  program,  with  cars  6  years  old  and  newer 
testing  at  decentralized  test/repair  stations  and  older  cars  testing  at  centralized  sites,  seems 
a  leading  alternative.  Following  a  discussion  by  NCTCOG  Executive  Board  members,  Gary 
Slagel,  both  NCTCOG  Executive  Board  President  and  Mayor  of  Richardson,  is  distributing  a 
NCTCOG  policy  recommendation  to  all  city  mayors  and  counties  in  the  four-county  non- 
attainment  area.  For  more  information,  contact  Mike  Sims.  (817)  695-9226. 

'At  Home  with  Household  Hazardous  Wastes":  seeking  Interested  volunteer 
speakers... 

A  briefing  session  is  scheduled  on  March  20, 1995  for  all  volunteer  speakers  woridng  on 
this  popular  presentation  series.  If  anyone  is  interested  in  becoming  a  speaker  using 
prepared  materials,  contact  Kathleen  Graham  at  (817)  695-9217. 

Congressional  Testimony  Upcoming  on  Trinity  Study... 

Gary  Skaggs,  Chaimian  of  NCTCOG's  Trinity  River  Corridor  Steering  Committee,  is 
scheduled  to  testify  at  Congressional  hearings  on  March  23, 1995  before  the  House  and 
Senate  appropriations  subcommittees  on  water  resource  development  Gary  will  encourage 
the  continued  federal  support  of  the  six-year,  $8  million  Upper  Trinity  River  Feasibility  Study. 
Contact  Chris  Brooks  at  metro  (817)  695-9212  for  information. 

■~-s^Proposed  Clean  Water  Act  Reauthorization  and  Storm  Water  Permits... 

Reauthorization  of  the  CWA  is  again  receiving  attention  with  proposal  of  a  bill  (H.R.  961)  by 
Representative  Bud  Shuster,  Chairman  of  the  House  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee.  The  proposed  legislation  would  not  immediately  affect  the  stonn  water  permit 
requirements  or  schedules  for  cities  over  100,000,  but  would  delay  compliance  with  water 
quality  standards  until  the  year  2009.  Cities  under  100.000  would  be  exempt  from  NPOES 
Storm  water  permits,  but  would  be  addressed  under  Section  319  through  state  nonpoint 
source  management  programs.  For  more  information,  please  contact  Keith  Kennedy  at 
(817)695-9221. 


North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments 

P.  O.  Box  5888 

Arlington.  Texas  76005-5888 


irrSoSVSfsl  county  Water  Board 
Rt.   1  Box  44 
Paradise,  TX  7607 J 
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RESOLtmON      »126 

THE  STATE  or  TEXAS 

COUNTY  OF  WISE 

BE  IT  RE>(£>IBERED  AT  a  regular  meeting  off  the  City  Council  of   Lalce 
Bridgeport,  Texas,  held  on  (.he  7th  day  off  March,  1995,  on  a  Motion  made 

by  Council  inember   Qa-i^   rJ<L4-c-<L»c-^ ,  and  seconded  by  Council 

loenber     DX^l^    /J^j  t-  .    the  ffolloving  Resolution  was  adopted: 

WHEREAS,  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  off  Engineers,  the  North  Central 
Texas  Council  of  Governments,  and  Tarrant  County  Water  Control  and 
iB^provement  District  Number  One  have  shown  Interest  in  a  proposed  Boyd 
Detention  Dam  as  described  In  an  ongoing  study;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Wise  County  Appraisal  District  estimates  the 
implementation  of  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Dam  Project  would  cause  a 
loss  In  the  tax  base  for  the  county  of  JIOCOOO,  OOO.OO;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Wise  County  Appraisal  District  estimates  the 
inVlODentation  of  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Dam  Project  would  cause  a 
loss  in  annual  property  tax  revenues  of  $2,000,000.00;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Implementation  of  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Dam 
Project  would  adversely  impact  the  county's  production  of  agricultural 
products,  sand  and  gravel  products,  oil  and  natural  gas  products,  and 
many  others;  and 

WHEREAS ,  the  loss  In  production  of  these  products ,  many  off  which 
are  transported  to  and  used  by  consumers  and  Industries  off  the 
Dallas-Fort  Worth  Metroplex,  the  State  of  Texas,  the  United  States  and 
other  countries,  as  well  as  the  citizens  of  Wise  County,  Texas;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  annual  loss  in  agricultural  income  to  the  owners 
and/or  users  of  land  affected  by  the  dam  is  estimated  at  $9,401,145.00; 

WHEREAS,  citizens  in  the  county  have  serious  questions  about  tf^ 
"revised"  cost-benefit  analysis  data  recently  released  by  the  North 
Central  Texas  Council  of  Govemnents; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  City  Council  off  LaJce  Bridgeport, 
Wise  County,  Texas,  does  hereby  go  on  record  as  protesting  the   Boyd 
Detention  Dam  Project  as  proposed  by  a  study  of  the  Corps  off  Engineers, 
North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Governments,  and  Tarrant  County  Water 
Control  and  lBv>''<'ves>ent  District 


inlta  VanDerLee,  Mayor  Wanda  Dixon,  Haf6c   P^o-' 


ji^nlta  VanDerLee,  Mayor 

Edie  Planagln,  Counon  member  Glat^Jlol^  Counpll  member 


Richard' Nibl'6tt ,  Council 
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Resolution 


Thb  State  op  Texas 


Couirrr  or  Wise 


Bk  fr  Rbmbubbkid  At  a  regular  session  of  the  Decatur  Independent  School  District  Board  of  Trustees,  held 
on  the  23rd  day  of  March,  1995,  on  a  motion  made  by       Hr  linumy  HnrnPf 

seconded  by  Dr.  Fred  Renfro __,  and  duly  passed  by  a  majority  of  those  trustees 

present,  the  following  Resolution  was  adopted: 


WHtrajus,  the  U.S.  Anny  Corps  of  Engineeis.  the  North  Central  "R^xas  Council  of  Govenunents  and  Tanant 

County  Water  Control  and  Improvenent  District  One  have  shown  interest  in  a  proposed  Boyd 
Detention  Dam  as  described  m  an  ongoing  study;  and 

WnnsAa,  the  Wise  County  Appraisal  District  estimates  the  implementation  of  the  proposed  Detention 

Dam  Project  would  cause  a  loss  In  the  tax  base  for  Wise  County  of  $  100,000,000;  and 

Whkkbm,  the  Wise  County  Appraisal  District  estimates  the  implementaUon  of  the  proposed  Boyd  Deten- 

Uon  Dam  Project  would  cause  a  loss  m  annual  property  tax  revenues  for  Wise  County  of 
$2,000,000;  and 


WmiasAS. 


the  implementation  of  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Dam  Project  would  adversely  impact  Wise 
County's  production  of  agriculttiral  products,  sand  and  gravel  products,  oil  and  natxiral  gas 
products,  and  many  others;  and 


the  loss  of  produoion  of  these  products,  many  of  which  are  transported  to  and  used  by  con- 
sumers and  industries  of  the  Dallas-Poit  Worth  Metroplex,  the  State  of  Texas,  the  United  States 
and  other  countries,  and  as  well  as  the  citizens  of  Wise  County,  T»xas,  could  have  a  negative 
economical  impact;  and 


the  annual  loss  in  agricuiniral  income  to  the  owners  and/or  users  of  land  affected  by  the  dam 
is  estimated  at  $9,401,145;  and 


the  citizens  in  Wise  County  have  serious  questions  about  the  "revised'  cost-benefit  analysis 
data  recently  released  by  North  Central  Tfexas  Council  of  Governments; 


Bt  It  Rcsouted, 


that  the  Board  of  Tnistees  ol  the  Decatur  Independent  School  District,  County  of  Wise,  State  of 
Texas,  does  hereby  go  on  record  as  protesting  the  proposed  Boyd  Detention  Dam  as  proposed 
by  a  study  of  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers.  North  Central  Ibxas  Council  of  Governments  and  the 
Tanant  County  Water  Control  and  Improvement  District  One. 


Passed  and  adopted  this  23rd  day  of  March,  I99S,  and  is  so  entered  in  the  official 
board  minutes  of  the  Decatur  Independent  School  District. 


Don  Alexander,  President 
Decatur  ISD  Board  of  Trustees 


-'^^rw^fcy^ 


Secretary 
Decatur  ISD  Board  of  Tnistees 
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Mr.  Myers,  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  too  as  we  al- 
ways have. 
The  committee  will  stand  adjourned  until  2  o'clock. 

Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
NEW  JERSEY  PROJECTS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  DICK  ZIMMER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
HON.  CHRIS  SMITH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
HON.  FRANK  A.  LoBIONDO,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
HON.   BOB   FRANKS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
HON.  DONALD  PAYNE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
HON.  BILL  MARTINI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
HON.  FRANK  PALLONE,  JR.,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
HON.   JIM   SAXTON,  A   REPRESENTATIVE   IN   CONGRESS   FROM   THE 

STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  [presiding].  Good  afternoon. 

On  behalf  of  Chairman  Myers  and  myself,  I  would  like  to  wel- 
come everybody  here  today.  We  are  waiting  for  Members  of  the 
New  Jersey  congressional  delegation,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  in  their 
absence,  I  would  like  to  recognize  Edward  Hazzouri;  is  he  here? 

You  are  signed  up  to  testify? 

Would  you  come  forward  now? 

Mr.  Hazzouri  is  the  Secretary  of  the  Joint  Executive  Committee 
for  the  Improvement  and  Development  of  the  Philadelphia  Port 
area. 

Mr.  Ives.  I  am  Paul  Ives. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  apologize,  Mr.  Ives. 

If  you  have  a  complete  statement,  we  will  include  that  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  IVES.  Yes,  sir,  I  do,  and  I  just  have  a  few  brief  remarks  I 
would  like  to  make,  if  I  may? 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Please  proceed. 

Mr.  Ives.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  nice  to  see  you  sitting  in  the  Chair 
after  all  the  years  we  have  come  down  here.  I  feel  like  I  am  among 
old  friends. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  very  few  brief  remarks.  I  had  another 
gentleman  from  the  South  Jersey  Port  Association  who  was  going 
to  join  me  and  he  has  not  made  it  yet,  but  in  the  interest  of  time, 
we  can  move  on.  It  is  at  your  pleasure. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Congressman  Zimmer  is  here,  and  if  it  is 
all  right,  Mr.  Ives,  I  would  like  to  recognize  one  of  my  colleagues 
who  I  believe  has  some  remarks  to  give  to  the  committee.  Con- 
gressman Dick  Zimmer. 

The  Chair  and  I  welcome  you  this  afternoon.  And  any  remarks 
you  have  in  full  we  will  be  happy  to  include  in  the  record. 
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Mr.  ZiMMER.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  would  Hke  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  Ranking  Mem- 
ber, Mr.  Bevill  for  allowing  the  New  Jersey  delegation  to  come  be- 
fore the  subcommittee  today  to  come  and  discuss  the  projects  that 
are  important  to  the  State. 

I  want  to  thank  my  friend  Mr.  Frelinghuysen  for  inviting  us  to 
testify  today.  This  opportunity  is  particularly  important  to  our 
State  because  New  Jersey  ranks  dead  last  in  terms  of  the  Federal 
dollars  we  get  back  from  Washington  as  a  percentage  of  the  dollars 
we  spend  to  Washington. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  talk  about  research  that 
is  being  conducted  at  the  Princeton  Plasma  Physics  Laboratory. 
While  it  is  being  performed  in  my  district,  it  holds  vital  importance 
to  our  entire  Nation's  future  energy  supply. 

I  am,  of  course,  talking  about  fusion  energy  research.  The  need 
for  a  commercial  fusion  energy  source  is  clear.  Fossil  fuels  are 
exhaustable  and  cause  pollution.  Nuclear  fission  creates  radioactive 
by-products  that  take  literally  eons  to  break  down  and  create  enor- 
mous disposal  and  national  security  problems.  The  public's  fear  of 
a  meltdown  or  a  Chernobyl-type  accident  have  prevented  any  new 
fission  plants  from  being  built  in  decades. 

Fusion  will  not  cause  meltdowns  and  will  not  result  in  by-prod- 
ucts that  can  be  used  in  nuclear  weapons.  Congress  needs  to  make 
a  choice  between  developing  fusion  as  a  viable  future  energy  source 
or  simply  giving  up.  The  TPX  machine  which  is  scheduled  for  con- 
struction in  Princeton,  would  be  the  first  new  fusion  reactor  built 
in  the  United  States  in  10  years. 

Only  the  Tokamak  approach,  which  this  would  use,  which  in- 
volves superconductors  to  hold  plasma  in  a  donut-shaped  reactor 
vessel,  is  far  enough  in  research  to  sustain  a  debate  on  whether  the 
concept  is  commercially  viable.  There  is  a  consensus  in  the  world's 
scientific  community  to  focus  on  Tokamak  and  every  major  fusion 
reactor  experiment  in  the  world  involves  Tokamaks,  including  the 
International  Thermonuclear  Experimental  Reactor,  the  ITER 
project  that  the  United  States  has  been  involved  with  since  1985. 

If  the  United  States  abandons  our  commitment  to  the  Tokamak 
system,  it  would  be  tantamount  to  abandoning  all  of  our  fusion  en- 
ergy research.  The  Europeans  and  the  Japanese  spend  significantly 
more  on  fusion  research  than  the  United  States,  and  in  many 
ways,  their  machines  are  more  advanced  than  ours. 

Building  TPX  would  allow  the  United  States  again  to  be  a  player 
in  fusion.  Canceling  it  would  greatly  diminish  our  role  in  the  proc- 
ess and  could  kill  any  chance  of  siting  the  ITER  machine  itself  in 
the  United  States. 

The  TPX  machine  is  specifically  designed  to  complement  the 
much  larger  ITER  machine.  TPX  will  test  the  engineering  and 
technology  concepts  necessary  to  develop  a  compact  and  economic 
commercial  plan.  TPX  will  replace  the  enormously  successful 
Tokamak  Fusion  Test  Reactor  Project  which  is  the  first  fusion  ma- 
chine to  use  a  commercial  grade  fuel  and  has  exceeded  expectations 
on  every  test. 

The  TPX  machine  will  be  the  first  to  operate  continuously,  a  vital 
step  in  developing  a  self-sustaining  fusion  reaction.  If  you  agree 
that  fusion  energy  research  is  a  necessary  and  appropriate  expendi- 


ture  for  the  Federal  Government,  then  I  beHeve  you  must  agree 
that  the  TPX  machine  should  be  built. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  Member  of  the  New  Jersey  congressional 
delegation  is  well  aware  of  your  and  Mr.  Bevill's  past  support  of 
fusion  research,  and  I  am  hopeful  that  we  can  continue  to  count  on 
it  in  the  future. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  very  much  for  your  remarks. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Zimmer  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CONGRESSMAN  DICK  ZIMMER 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  SUBCOMMITTEE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  23,  1995 


Mr  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  the  Ranking  Member,  Mr.  Bevill,  for  your  allowing 
the  New  Jersey  delegation  to  come  before  the  subcommittee  and  discuss  the  issues  and  projects 
that  are  important  to  our  state.  I  would  also  like  to  thank  my  friend  Mr.  Frelinghuysen  for 
inviting  us  to  testify  here  today.  This  opportunity  is  particularly  important  to  our  state  because 
New  Jersey  ranks  at  the  bottom  of  the  list  of  the  ratio  of  federal  dollars  going  to  the  state  as 
compared  to  federal  taxes  paid  by  the  residents  of  the  state. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  talk  about  research,  that  while  it  is  being  performed  in  my 
district,  holds  vital  importance  to  our  entire  nation's  fiiture  energy  supply.  I  am  of  course  talking 
about  fusion  energy  research. 

The  need  for  a  commercial  fusion  energy  source  is  clear.  Fossil  fiiels  are  exhaustible  and  cause 
pollution.  Nuclear  fission  creates  radioactive  byproducts  that  take  literally  eons  to  break  down, 
creating  enormous  disposal  and  national  security  problems.  The  public  fear  of  a  meltdown  or  a 
Chernobyl-type  accident  has  prevented  any  new  fission  plants  from  being  built  in  decades. 

Fusion  energy,  on  the  other  hand,  has  a  nearly  inexhaustible  source  of  fuel  and  will  not  cause 
meltdowns  or  result  in  by-products  that  can  be  used  in  nuclear  weapons. 

Congress  needs  to  make  a  choice  between  developing  fusion  as  a  viable  commercial  energy 
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source  or  simply  giving  up. 

The  TPX  machine  would  be  the  first  new  fusion  reactor  built  in  the  United  States  in  1 0  years. 

Only  the  Tokamak  approach,  which  uses  superconductors  to  hold  plasma  in  a  doughnut-shaped 
reactor  vessel,  is  far  enough  along  in  the  research  and  design  process  to  even  sustain  a  debate  on 
whether  its  concept  is  commercially  viable. 

There  is  a  consensus  throughout  the  world's  scientific  community  to  focus  development  on 
Tokamak  machines  and,  in  fact,  every  major  fusion  reactor  experiment  in  the  world  involves 
Tokamaks,  including  the  International  Thermonuclear  Experimental  Reactor  (ITER)  project  that 
the  United  States  has  been  involved  with  since  1985. 

If  the  United  States  abandons  our  commitment  to  the  Tokamak  system  it  would  be  tantamount  to 
abandoning  virtually  all  our  fusion  energy  research.  The  Europeans  and  the  Japanese  spend 
significantly  more  on  fiision  research  than  the  United  States  and  in  many  ways  their  machines  are 
more  advanced  than  ours.  Building  TPX  would  allow  the  United  States  again  to  be  a  real  player 
in  fusion;  canceling  it  would  greatly  diminish  our  role  in  the  process  and  it  could  kill  any  chance 
of  siting  the  ITER  machine  in  the  United  States. 

The  TPX  machine  is  specifically  designed  to  complement  the  much  larger  ITER  machine.  TPX 
will  test  the  very  engineering  and  technology  concepts  necessary  to  develop  a  compact  and 
economic  commercial  plant. 
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TPX  will  replace  the  enormously  successful  Tokamak  Fusion  Test  Reactor  project  which  is  the 
the  first  ftision  machine  to  use  a  commercial-grade  fuel  and  has  exceeded  expectations  on  every 
test.  The  TPX  machine  will  also  be  the  first  machine  to  operate  continuously  ~  a  vital  step  in 
developing  a  self-sustaining  fusion  reaction. 

If  you  agree  that  fusion  energy  research  is  a  necessary  and  appropriate  expenditure  for  the  federal 
government,  you  also  must  agree  that  the  TPX  machine  should  be  built. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  member  of  the  New  Jersey  Congressional  Delegation  is  well  aware  of  your 
and  Mr.  Bevill's  past  support  of  fusion  research  I  am  hopeful  that  we  can  continue  to  count  on  it 
in  the  future. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  is  pleased  to  recognize  Congress- 
man Smith. 

Mr.  Smith.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Mr.  Myers  and  Mr. 
Bevill. 

A  couple  of  points  that  I  would  like  to  raise.  And  I  ask  that  my 
full  statement  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

I  am  asking  the  panel  to  accept  a  budget  request  that  has  been 
sent  over  by  the  President  for  $290,000  to  complete  the  study  of 
the  reach  from  the  Manasquan  Inlet  to  Barnegat  Light  Inlet  on 
beach  erosion.  Last  year,  I  came  before  this  panel  and  you  were 
kind  enough  to  include  $250,000.  This  is  the  second  part  of  that  re- 
quest to  complete  that  study  to  figure  out  how  we  can  protect  our 
coastline  from  continued  beach  erosion. 

It  is  especially  important  since  we  have  had  major  disasters  over 
the  last  couple  of  years — Nor'easters  that  have  deteriorated  the 
coastline  of  all  of  New  Jersey  and  much  of  the  East  Coast — and 
this  would  give  us  a  plan  to  take  us  right  into  the  next  century  to 
mitigate  future  disasters,  and  also  to  have  hopefully,  you  know,  a 
very  integrated  approach  towards  beach  erosion. 

It  is  a  very  modest  amount  of  money,  I  would  submit,  but  it  is 
the  necessary  linchpin  to  the  next  phases.  We  have  studied  much 
of  our  coastline.  This  has  been,  until  last  year's  250,000,  the  ne- 
glected portion  and  it  is  neglected  no  more;  but  now  this  money  is 
needed  to  complete  the  work. 

I  want  to  share  my  concerns,  and  I  know  that  the  Chairman  and 
Members  of  this  panel  have  concerns  about  the  Administration's 
suggestion  of  phasing  out  the  Army  Corps'  work  in  this  regard.  I 
think  that  would  be  an  unmitigated  disaster  for  the  kinds  of  things 
that  the  Corps  has  shown  itself  able  and  willing  to  do  very,  very 
well,  like  these  kinds  of  beach  projects. 

Finally,  I  want  to  associate  myself  with  my  good  friend  Mr.  Zim- 
mer.  My  district  used  to  include  portions  that  are  still  adjacent  to 
the  Tokomak.  I  am  very  well  acquainted  with  it.  I  think  it  is  a  wise 
investment  of  scarce  dollars  for  this  kind  of  research. 

Fusion  is  the  power  of  the  sun.  It  is  really,  I  believe,  the  wave 
of  the  future.  The  Japanese  and  the  Europeans  have  invested  in 
excess  of  50  percent  more  than  we  do.  We  can  be  the  leaders  on 
this.  Tokomak  and  its  follow-on,  I  think,  are  wise  investments  for 
energy  self-sufficiency,  so  I  would  ask  that  the  $125  million  request 
from  the  President  on  that  as  well  be  approved  by  the  panel. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  Mr. 
Smith,  for  your  remarks. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Smith  follows:! 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman 

As  you  may  recall,  last  year,  I  testified  before  this  Subcommittee  to  request  funding 
for  this  very  project.    At  that  time,  despite  the  fact  that  nearly  every  other  segment  of  the 
Jersey  Shore  was  under  study,  design,  or  construction  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  as 
per  their  1987  study  of  the  beach  erosion  situation  along  the  shoreline,  the  President  had 
neglected  to  include  funding  to  begin  work  on  the  reach  from  Manasquan  Inlet  to  Bamegat 
Light  Inlet. 

This  panel  accommodated  my  request  for  at  least  $250,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1995  to 
begin  the  beach  erosion  study  for  this  reach  on  the  assumption  that  the  remaining  half  of  the 
funding  would  be  appropriated  in  Fiscal  Year  1996.    I  was  pleased  to  see  that  the  Army 
Corps  budget  this  year  does  include  this  continued  funding,  in  the  amount  of  $290,000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  stability  of  the  New  Jersey  coastline  is  critical  to  the  economic 
health  of  the  Shore  communities  which  encompass  it,  as  well  as  to  the  State  as  a  whole.   The 
Shore  is  a  magnet  for  Summer  tourists.    In  fact,  tourism  is  the  number  nne  industry  in  the 
State,  pumping  $22.6  billion  into  the  State's  economy  in  1994  alone.    In  addition,  the  region 
is  a  key  point  along  the  Atlantic  Flyway  and  attracts  environmental  and  outdoor  enthusiasts 
all  year  round. 

The  Shore  has  been  hard  hit  by  the  Nor'easters  of  the  past  several  years,  which  have 
had  the  devastating  effect  of  hastening  the  already  steady  erosion  of  the  coastline.    In  fact,  at 
a  meeting  I  hosted  in  Mantoloking,  New  Jersey  last  year,  the  local  Beach  Erosion  Committee 
reported  that  nearly  25  feet  of  dunes  -  from  the  water  to  the  citizens'  homes  --  were  lost 
since  1992  alone. 

The  Army  Corps  study  is  strongly  supported  by  all  of  the  affected  communities,  the 
County,  the  State  legislature,  and  the  State,  as  well  as  area  environmental  groups  such  as  the 
Izaak  Walton  League.    I  also  strongly  support  this  important  study  and  encourage  this  panel 
to  accept  this  modest  funding  request. 


1005 


As  a  corolIar>',  Mr  Chainnan.  I  would  like  to  voice  my  concerns  about  the 
President's  overall  budget  proposal  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.    As  you  are  already 
likely  aware,  the  President  has  proposed  the  phasing  out  of  most  of  the  Corps'  general 
investigatory  functions,  including  work  on  beach  erosion     Only  those  studies  in  progress  will 
be  funded  through  the  completion  of  their  current  phase     After  that  point  is  reached,  all 
Army  Corps  involvement  will  cease 

The  President's  proposal  will  effectively  put  an  end  to  the  technical  experience,  know- 
how,  and  assistance  which  the  Corps  offers  to  state  and  local  governments  on  such  imponant 
projects  as  beach  erosion,  flood  control,  and  navigation.  Slates  do  not  have  the  pool  of 
talent,  funding,  or  resources  to  achieve  all  the  Corps  has  demonstrated  it  can  achieve.  As  a 
result,  important  projects  may  be  left  untouched  until  they  become  crisis  situations  The  real 
consequences  of  this  proposal  will  be  felt  by  citizens  and  businessmen  in  the  form  of  greater 
propeny  damage  and  loss  to  eroded  beaches,  flooded  rivers,  and  undredged  waterways. 

As  a  final  brief  point.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  the 
Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1996  funding  request  for  the  Princeton  Plasma  Physics 
Laboratory  in  New  Jersey,  which  leads  our  nation's  fusion  energy  research  activities     Just 
this  past  year,  the  Lab  reached  record  levels  of  energy  production  -  more  than  10  million 
watts.    The  new  project  which  the  Princeton  scientists  have  been  contemplating  with 
Department  of  Energy  officials  --  the  Tokomak  Physics  Experiment  or  TPX  -  promises  to 
accelerate  our  achievements     The  FY96  funding  would  allow  this  project  to  proceed. 

Both  Japan  and  the  European  Community  invest  50%  more  than  the  United  Sutes  in 
fusion  research.    Without  Princeton's  work,  the  United  States  would  lag  far  behind  these 
neighbors  and  competitors.    Fusion  energy  harnesses  the  power  of  the  sun     It  has  the 
potential  to  offer  our  nation  a  renewable,  environmentally  sound,  cheap  source  of  energy  in 
the  near  future  and  could  he  the  key  to  breaking  our  dependence  on  the  often  unstable 
foreign  oil  markets.    The  FY96  funding  request  of  $125.1  million  for  the  Princeton  Lab's 
work  is  —  without  a  doubt  -  a  sound  investment  in  our  nation's  future  and  I  wholeheartedly 
suppon  this  federal  expenditure. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  recognizes  Congressman  Frank 
LoBiondo. 

Mr.  LoBiondo.  Thank  you. 

I  will  submit  my  formal  remarks  for  the  record,  which  will  be  a 
little  more  extensive  than  those  I  want  to  give  verbally,  but  we  ap- 
preciate the  opportunity. 

In  my  district,  we  have  a  tremendous  amount  of  coastline.  We 
have  the  Delaware  Bay  to  the  west  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean  to  the 
east.  And  with  them  meeting  at  the  southern  peninsula  of  New 
Jersey,  we  incorporate  one-third  of  the  State  in  the  Second  Con- 
gressional District. 

The  activities  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  are  extremely  im- 
portant to  our  livelihood  and  our  safety.  Currently,  there  are  11 
projects  in  various  stages  in  my  district. 

I  fully  support  the  appropriations  necessary  to  make  these 
projects  a  reality,  not  only  in  fiscal  year  1996,  but  to  see  them 
through  to  completion  because  with  many  of  these  projects  in  order 
for  them  to  be  effective,  it  will  take  more  than  just  one-year  to 
make  the  project  work.  They  are  ongoing  projects. 

That  is  why  I  find  it  inconceivable  that  the  President  would  pro- 
pose eliminating  these  programs  in  the  future.  The  storm  damage 
that  well-maintained  beaches  prevent  is  money  that  is  not  paid  out 
in  claims  in  Federal  Flood  Insurance  and  appropriated  in  Emer- 
gency Disaster  Aid.  I  am  well  aware  of  the  numbers  that  that  can 
reach  by  virtue  of  what  we  have  had  to  deal  with  recently  in  other 
parts  of  the  country. 

Take,  for  example,  the  Borough  of  Avalon  in  Cape  May  County. 
It  is  a  coastal  town  with  3.5  miles  of  coastal  beaches.  The  total 
property  value  of  the  houses  on  the  first  block,  that  closest  to  the 
ocean,  is  worth  a  total  of  $171  million.  Our  choice  in  the  future  is 
whether  or  not  to  continue  investing  relatively  small  sums  into 
maintaining  our  beaches  or  municipalities  like  Avalon,  or  gamble 
that  mother  nature  will  look  kindly  to  our  coastal  towns  and  not 
subject  to  us  powerful  disaster  that  would  be  far  more  devastating 
in  the  long  run. 

These  projects  are  important  to  our  economy.  New  Jersey's  tour- 
ism industry  is  my  State's  second  largest  industry,  generating  over 
$18  billion  a  year  and  supporting  in  excess  of  350,000  jobs.  Much 
of  that  tourism  depends  upon  New  Jersey  towns  having  a  rec- 
reational beach. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  fairly  simple.  If  we  don't  have  beaches,  we 
don't  have  tourists.  If  we  don't  have  tourists,  the  economy  really 
takes  a  nose-dive. 

An  analogy  would  be  the  maintenance  of  an  automobile.  If  you 
spend  a  little  bit  of  money  each  year  to  change  the  oil,  get  a  tune 
up  and  take  care  of  your  car;  you  can  save  money  in  the  long  run 
by  preventing  major  repairs  or  buying  a  new  car.  Similarly,  beach 
restoration  and  Federal  flood  protection  projects  are  maintenance. 
Spending  a  little  bit  each  year  to  provide  protection  for  our  prop- 
erty and  helping  our  economy,  will  save  money  in  the  long  run  and 
protect  our  residents  from  the  ravages  of  mother  nature. 

I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  reject  the  President's  proposal  and 
keep  up  the  infrastructure  that  we  need  in  New  Jersey  and  keep 
our  coastline  yielding  the  benefits  that  we  have  come  to  rely  on. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  very  much. 

I  have  a  hst  of  the  projects  that  are  involved  that  I  will  submit 
to  the  committee  for  your  consideration.  And  would  be  happy  after- 
wards to  answer  questions,  if  there  are  any. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  There  being  no  objections,  that  list  will  be 
included  in  the  record. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  LoBiondo  follows:] 
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Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  I 
thank  the  members  of  the  committee  for  their  time  and  attention 
for  these  important  projects. 

This  section  of  the  federal  budget  is  extremely  important  to 
the  people  of  Southern  New  Jersey.   In  my  district,  we  are 
surrounded  on  three  sides  by  coastal  waters;  the  Delaware  Bay  on 
the  west,  the  Atlantic  ocean  on  the  east  with  them  meeting  at  the 
southern  penisula  of  the  state.   Our  heritage  in  commercial 
fishing  and  recreational  boating  and  tourism  is  an  integral  part 
of  my  district's  economy,  providing  jobs  and  revenues.   Indeed, 
many  of  our  industries  exist  because  of  our  location  near  these 
coastal  waters. 

Therefore,  the  activities  of  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  are 
extremely  important  to  our  livelihood,  our  safety  and  our  future. 
We  rely  on  Army  Corps'  dredging  projects  to  maintain  adequate 
shipping  lanes  for  our  commercial  and  recreational  fishing  and 
shipping  activities.   We  rely  on  the  Army  Corps  beach  erosion 
prevention  activities  to  protect  our  property,  our  communities. 
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our  infrastructure  and  our  livelihood.   More  importantly,  we  rely 

on  the  continued  participation  of  the  Army  Corps  to  provide  their 

expertise  to  make  sure  these  projects  are  done  in  a  manner  that 

provides  long-term  benefits  and  to  maximize  their  effectiveness 

by  considering  the  regional  and  interstate  factors  of  our  coastal 

environment. 

At  present,  the  Army  Corps  is  in  various  stages  of  11 
projects  in  my  district.   There  are  two  construction  projects  for 
periodic  beach  nourishment  to  mitigate  erosion;  one  project  in 
the  pre-construction  and  design  stage  to  improve  our  navigation 
along  major  waterways;  five  in  the  study  and  feasibility  stages; 
and  three  navigation  projects  under  construction. 

I  strongly  support  funding  for  these  projects  and  believe 
that  we  not  only  need  to  make  a  commitment  to  these  projects  in 
Fiscal  Year  1996,  but  a  commitment  to  see  them  through  to 
completion. 

These  projects  support  the  heart  of  commercial  activity  in 
my  district.   Shipping  in  the  Delaware  Bay  and  in  the  Cohansey 
and  Salem  rivers  support  industries  and  commerce  along  the 
Delaware  Bay  and  our  commercial  fishing  industry  throughout  New 
Jersey.   The  study  and  beach  nourishment  projects  support  New 
Jersey's  $18  billion  a  year  tourism  industry  —  at  least  $10 
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billion  of  which  can  be  directly  related  to  our  state's  beaches. 
And,  perhaps  even  mor^  importantly,  they  protect  our  communities 
and  our  people  from  the  ravages  of  nature  in  coastal  storms, 
hurricanes  and  other  natural  disasters. 

Indeed,  the  relatively  modest  amount  of  funding  spent  on 
these  projects  is  returned  many  times  over  again  in  the  form  of 
preventing  damage  in  natural  disasters  —  disasters  that  could 
cost  the  federal  government  much  more  in  flood  insurance  claims 
and  emergency  aid  than  the  costs  of  these  projects. 

Our  beaches  are  a  protective  barrier  between  the  sea  and  our 
communities.   Not  only  is  this  a  public  safety  issue  in 
protecting  our  residents  and  property  in  severe  weather,  but  a 
financial  one  as  well.   The  storm  damage  that  well-maintained 
beaches  prevent  is  money  that  is  not  paid  out  in  claims  to 
federal  flood  insurance  and  appropriated  in  emergency  disaster 
aid. 

Take  for  example,  the  case  of  the  Borough  of  Avalon  in  Cape 
May  County.   Avalon  is  a  coastal  town  with  about  three  and  a  half 
miles  of  ocean  beaches.   According  to  borough  officials,  the 
total  property  value  of  the  houses  on  the  first  block  of 
properties  from  the  ocean  side  of  the  beach  is  worth  a  total  of 
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$171  million.   Almost  all  pay  for  federal  flood  insurance.   Oxir 
choice  in  the  future  is  whether  or  not  to  continue  investing 
relatively  small  sums  into  maintaining  our  beaches  or  gamble  that 
mother  nature  will  look  kindly  on  our  coastal  towns  and  not 
subject  us  to  a  powerful  disaster  that  would  be  far  more 
expensive  in  the  long  run. 

These  projects  are  equally  important  to  our  economy  and 
yield  far  more  back  to  the  government  in  job  creation  and 
commerce.   New  Jersey's  tourism  industry  is  my  state's  second 
largest.   The  $18  billion  that  New  Jersey's  tourism  industry 
generates  supports  more  than  350,000  jobs  in  my  state  alone. 
Much  of  that  tourism  depends  on  New  Jersey  towns  having  a 
recreational  beach. 

That  is  why  I  find  it  inconceivable  that  the  President  would 
propose  eliminating  these  programs  in  the  future.   The  President 
would  fund  feasibility  studies  currently  in  progress,  and  then 
prevent  the  Army  Corps  from  doing  anything  based  on  those 
studies.   Furthermore,  this  proposal  would  put  the  federal 
government  at  risk  for  far  greater  funding  in  the  future  in  the 
form  of  Federal  Emergency  Management  Assistance,  emergency  aid, 
and  lost  revenue  from  the  effect  this  will  have  on  our  economy. 
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An  analogy  would  be  maintenance  of  an  automobile.   If  you 
spend  a  little  bit  of  money  each  year  to  change  the  oil,  get  a 
tune  up. and  take  care  of  your  car,  you  can  save  money  in  the  long 
run  by  preventing  major  repairs  or  buying  a  new  car.   Similarly, 
beach  protection  and  federal  flood  protection  projects  are 
maintenance.   Spending  a  little  bit  each  year  to  provide 
protection  for  our  property  and  help  our  economy  will  save  money 
in  the  long  run  and  protect  our  residents  from  the  ravages  of 
mother  nature. 

I  respectfully  urge  the  subcommittee  to  reject  the 
President's  proposal. 

In  sum,  New  Jersey  relies  on  these  projects.   My  state  and 
the  municipalities  have  demonstrated  their  commitment  to  these 
projects  by  providing  the  matching  funds  and  helping  to  pay  for 
them.   These  projects  benefit  people  and  represent  the  sound 
investment  in  our  jobs  and  economy,  our  communities  and  our 
environment.   Thank  you. 


FRANK  A.  LoeiONOO 
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C0N8TR0CTI0M  PHASE 

1.  Cape  May  Inlet  to  Lower  Township 

2.  Great  Egg  Harbor  Inlet  to  Peck's  Beach 

80RVBY  PHAflB 

1.  Delaware  Bay  Coastline 

2 .  Brigantine  Inlet  to  Great  Egg  Harbor 

3 .  Townsends  Inlet  to  Cape  May  Inlet 

4.  Lower  Cape  May  Meadows 

5.  Great  Egg  Harbor  Inlet  to  Townsends  Inlet 

OPERATION  AMD  MAIMTgNAHCg  PHASE 

1.  Cold  Spring  Inlet 

2 .  Cohansey  River 

3 .  New  Jersey  Intracoastal  Waterway 

4 .  Salem  River 

PRB-CON8TRDCTION 
1.   Salem  River 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Congressman  Bob  Franks. 

Mr.  Franks.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much. 

I  wanted  to  use  this  opportunity,  Mr,  Chairman,  to  bring  my  full 
support  for  several  projects  to  the  attention  of  Members  of  the  com- 
mittee who  have  been  extremely  responsive  in  the  past  to  these  re- 
quests. 

Chairman  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill,  and  last,  but  certainly  not  least, 
Mr.  Gallo.  Mr.  Gallo's  support,  particularly  of  the  Green  Brook 
Flood  Control  Commission  and  its  work  in  central  New  Jersey  has 
been  absolutely  essential  to  the  progress  that  has  been  made  in 
that  vitally  important  project  in  my  area. 

Let  me  indicate  that  several  members  of  the  Green  Brook  Flood 
Control  Commission  are  here  to  express  their  thanks  to  the  com- 
mittee. We  are  reaching  a  milestone  this  year.  I  think  it  would  be 
appropriate  if  I  could  ask  Vern  Noble  to  stand  and  along  with  the 
members  of  the  commission. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Noble? 

Mr.  Franks.  They  traveled  down  from  New  Jersey  to  express 
their  support. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Gentlemen,  thank  you  for  your  attendance, 
and  I  believe  we  are  going  to  hear  from  you  a  little  later. 

Mr.  Franks.  We  are  reaching  an  important  milestone  this  year. 
We  have  contributed  $18  million  to  the  project  in  the  last  nine 
years,  with  the  $3.6  million  that  we  are  requesting  this  year,  which 
I  am  glad  to  tell  you  was  contained  in  the  President's  budget  this 
year.  With  this  $3.6  million,  we  are  going  to  complete  the  design 
and  engineering  phase  of  this  vitally  important  project. 

I  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  their  continued  support.  And 
the  lives  and  property  of  my  constituents  are  going  to  be  dramati- 
cally safeguarded  by  this  important  investment. 

Secondly,  I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  the  Tokamak  fu- 
sion experiment  at  Princeton  University.  And  last  but  not  least, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  mention  several  important  naviga- 
tional projects. 

In  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  with  our  increasing 
emphasis  on  playing  a  major  role  in  international  trade,  it  is  vitally 
important  that  we  are  allowing  our  ships  access  to  one  of  the  busi- 
est ports  in  the  world.  And  we  have  some  major  navigational  chal- 
lenges with  the  need  to  dredge  those  harbors  more  aggressively  to 
make  sure  that  the  new  class  of  supertankers  can  gain  access  to 
the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey. 

In  my  written  testimony  that  I  will  be  submitting,  with  your  per- 
mission, I  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  supportive  of  those 
as  well. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Franks  and  your  written 
remarks  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Franks  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HON.  BOB  FRANKS 

REGARDING  THE  HSCAL  YEAR  1996 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL 

MARCH  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  Subcommittee  in 
support  of  water  resources  and  energy  projects  important  to  my  home  state  of  New  Jersey 
and  the  nation.    Specifically,  I  want  to  bring  to  my  colleagues'  attention  my  strong  support 
for  two  important  projects:  the  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Project,  which  the  Subcommittee 
is  familiar  with  from  past  years,  and  the  Tokamak  Physics  Experiment  at  Princeton 
University.    In  addition,  I  would  like  to  discuss  three  navigation  projects  that  directly  impact 
my  State  and  the  region. 

GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL 

As  my  colleagues  may  recall,  this  project  was  authorized  by  Congress  under  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  (Public  Law  99-662,  Section  401).    During  the 
past  nine  fiscal  years.  Congress  has  appropriated  over  $18  million  for  this  project.    In  fiscal 
year  1986,  Congress  appropriated  $484,000;  in  FY  1987,  $1.37  million;  FY88,  $1.4 
million;  FY89,  $1.5  million;  FY90,  $1.2  million;  FY91,  $2  million;  FY92,  S3. 169  million: 
FY93,  $3.5  million;  Fi"94,  $2.8  million  and  FY95,  $2  million.    For  fiscal  yeai  1996,  I 
respectfully  request  that  the  Subcommittee  provide  $3.6  million  to  complete  the  engineering 
and  design  work  for  this  project. 

As  I  am  sure  the  Chairman  is  aware,  the  President  included  $3.6  million  in  his  FY96 
budget  for  this  project.    I  am  pleased  to  support  the  President's  recommendation  in  this 
instance,  and  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  fully  fund  the  President's  request. 

TOKAMAK  PHYSICS  EXPERIMENT/FUSION  ENERGY 

I  would  also  like  to  express  my  strong  support  for  the  funds  proposed  for  the 
Department  of  Energy's  fusion  energy  program,  and  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  approve  the 
President's  budget  request.    As  I  am  sure  my  colleagues  will  recall,  it  was  a  very  proud  day 
for  all  New  Jerseyans  when  the  world's  record  was  set  in  fusion  power  production  at  the 
Princeton  Plasma  Physics  Laboratory  December  1993.    The  U.S.  fusion  program  reached  a 
major  milestone  and  made  scientific  history  when  the  Princeton  tokamak  produced  more  than 
six  million  watts  of  fusion  power.    For  a  few  brief  seconds,  Lawrenceville,  New  Jersey,  the 
site  of  the  lab,  was  the  hottest  place  in  the  solar  system,  even  hotter  than  the  core  of  the 
sun. 

By  May  1994,  Princeton's  experimental  reactor  had  produced  nine  million  watts, 
followed  by  still  another  world  record  of  10.7  million  watts  in  November,  1994.    These 
experiments  used  for  the  first  time  the  fuel  mixture  likely  to  be  used  in  a  commercial  power 
plant,  moving  the  fusion  program  into  a  new  era  and  moving  the  nation  closer  to  practical 
fusion  power. 

The  FY96  budget  proposal  for  fusion  energy  included  $62  million  in  new 
construction  funds  for  the  Tokamak  Physics  Experiment,  (TPX)  an  advance  fusion  machine 
that  will  have  the  capability  to  operate  continuously.    TPX  will  replace  the  existing  tokamak 
at  Princeton,  using  much  of  the  hardware  and  scientific  personnel  already  assembled  there. 
I  believe  the  TPX  is  crucial  if  we  are  ever  to  realize  the  fiill  potential  of  fusion  energy. 
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Mr.  Chainnan,  New  Jersey  is  the  home  to  many  great  scientific  firsts  that  have 
changed  the  world.    These  firsts  include:  the  light  bulb,  the  movie  camera/projector,  the 
transistor,  the  phonograph,  the  air  conditioner,  and  the  solar  photovoltaic  cell,  to  name  but  a 
few.    With  the  support  of  this  Subcommittee,  practical  commercial  ftision  energy  will 
someday  be  added  to  that  list.    I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  fusion  energy  research  by 
fulling  funding  this  worthy  program. 

NAVIGATION  PROJECTS 

The  last  area  that  I  would  like  to  discuss  relates  to  the  design,  construction  and 
maintenance  of  essential  navigation  projects  in  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey. 
Specifically,  I  urge  your  support  for  the  Arthur  Kill  Channel,  Howland  Hook  Marine 
Terminal  project  that  was  authorized  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.    I 
request  that  a  total  of  $800,000  be  appropriated  to  resolve  the  dredged  material  disposal 
problem  and  complete  reconstruction  engineering  and  design  as  authorized  by  WRDA  1992. 

Second,  I  would  like  to  state  my  support  for  the  Kill  Van  KuU  and  Newark  Bay 
Channels,  NY  &  NJ  project  authorized  in  WRDA  1986.    I  request  that  $2  million  be 
appropriated  in  FY  1996  to  process  all  necessary  decision  and  environmental  documents  to 
maintain  continuity  of  channel  construction  to  45  feet. 

Finally,  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  appropriate  $1  million,  as  authorized  by  Section 
326  of  WRDA  1992,  the  New  York  Bight  and  Harbor  Study,  to  provide  data  on  movement 
and  sources  of  water  and  sediment  pollution  in  the  harbor.    My  state  and  the  region  urgently 
needs  this  money  to  advance  the  present  schedule  and  provide  this  much  needed  tool  for 
identifying  sediment  contaminant  sources  for  the  management  and  disposal  of  dredged 
material  from  the  New  York/New  Jersey  Harbor.    This  program  is  vital  to  the  resolution  of 
the  dredging  crisis  facing  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  views.    I  also  thank  the 
members  of  this  Subcommittee  and  its  staff  for  the  courtesy  it  extends  to  myself  and  the 
members  of  the  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Commission  every  year.    As  I  am  sure  the 
Subcommittee  will  produce  a  fme  piece  of  legislation  again  this  year,  I  look  forward  to 
supporting  the  Subcommittee's  bill  when  it  reaches  the  floor  of  the  House. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Congressman  Don  Payne,  welcome. 

Mr.  Payne.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  giving  me  this  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  here  about  projects  which  are  under  your  jurisdic- 
tion. 

I  would  especially  like  to  express  my  appreciation  to  my  long- 
time friend  and  colleague,  Rodney  Frelinghuysen  for  graciously  in- 
viting me  to  participate.  And  also  for  all  of  the  help  that  he  has 
rendered  already  to  my  City  of  Newark  over  the  years  as  a  Member 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  State  Assembly  in  New  Jer- 
sey and,  of  course,  we  go  back  as  we  started  in  county  government 
as  county  officials. 

And  so  I  am  here  today  to  recommend  that  the  subcommittee 
make  necessary  appropriations  for  the  Newark  Riverfront  Project. 
We  think  this  is  the  most  important.  I  believe  this  is  a  sound  in- 
vestment which  will  reap  considerable  benefits  as  we  work  together 
to  improve  the  economic  status  of  our  Nation's  urban  areas. 

Development  of  Newark's  Riverfront  is  an  essential  piece  of  an 
overall  economic  development  and  transportation  redevelopment 
plan,  which  we  think  carefully  thought  out  will  certainly  be  a  key 
in  the  restoration  and  revitalization  of  the  city.  New  Jersey's  larg- 
est. The  Riverfront  will  form  the  nexus  of  a  vibrant  downtown  cen- 
ter that  will  stimulate  economic  development  and  provide  the  citi- 
zens of  Newark  and  the  State  of  New  Jersey  with  tremendous  new 
opportunities. 

We  are  hopeful  that  the  redevelopment  will  attract  visitors  from 
around  the  Nation  and  even  around  the  world.  Currently,  we  have 
an  outstanding  museum  which  attracts  many  people  and  is  a  bene- 
fit to  the  City;  and  the  Ballentine  House,  which  has  been  restored 
to  its  old  19th  Century  status,  and  our  cherry  blossoms  which  ex- 
ceed those  of  the  Nation's  Capital,  we  are  number  one.  And  so  we 
feel  to  attract  people  to  urban  centers  really  not  only  assists  those 
centers,  but  also  the  entire  state. 

Newark's  Riverfront  development  has  the  potential  to  mirror 
many  of  the  other  successful  waterfront  development  projects  na- 
tionwide. The  Riverfront  is  part  of  an  overall  effort  to  upgrade  the 
city,  which  includes  Newark — Elizabeth  Airport  Rail  Link;  the  en- 
hancement of  Route  21  and  1-280;  and  the  construction  of  the  New 
Jersey  Performing  Arts  Center. 

The  development  of  the  Riverfront  offers  a  once-in-a-lifetime  op- 
portunity to  tie  together  these  important  components  in  order  to  re- 
invigorate  and  rebuild  one  of  America's  oldest  cities,  as  you  know, 
along  with  New  York  and  Boston.  Founded  in  1666,  Newark  is  the 
third  oldest  city  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  reported  that  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  it  needs  just  $900,000  to  move  ahead  with  this  important 
Riverfront  project.  I  am  submitting  to  the  subcommittee  a  break- 
down of  how  that  money  would  be  allocated.  I  strongly  support  this 
request  and  hope  that  the  subcommittee  will  give  it  favorable  con- 
sideration. 

Let  me  also  say  that  I  support  the  request  of  the  Port  Authority 
of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  for  funds  to  carry  out  crucial  design 
construction  and  maintenance  of  essential  navigation  projects 
under  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Civil  Works  program. 
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As  we  continue  seeking  solutions  to  the  dredged  material  dis- 
posal crisis,  it  is  important  that  we  have  the  necessary  resources 
to  successfully  complete  this  task.  As  port  officials  have  pointed 
out,  local  sponsors  are  prepared  to  provide  the  local  share  of  funds 
as  required  for  Navigation  Improvement  Project. 

I  also  endorse  the  Port  Authority's  request  for  funds  to  allow  the 
New  York  Bight  and  Harbor  Study  to  move  forward.  This  will  re- 
sult in  a  computer  model  that  will  make  it  possible  to  track  sources 
of  pollution  and  to  address  the  dioxin  problem. 

This  type  of  efficiency  based  on  new  technology  is  what  we  are 
all  striving  for  as  we  continue  to  reinvent  government.  It  is  ex- 
tremely important,  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  move  right  into 
Phase  2  of  the  Kill  Van  Kull  North  Bay  Deepening  Project. 

Unfortunately,  because  of  a  long-standing  commitment,  I  have  to 
leave  in  a  minute,  but  I  would  just  like  to  thank  you  once  again, 
Mr.  Chairman,  for  allowing  me  to  give  this  testimony. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Payne  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
giving  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  here  today  about  projects 
under  your  jurisdiction. 

I  would  especially  like  to  express  my  appreciation  to  my 
friend  and  colleague  Rodney  Frelinghuysen  for  graciously  inviting 
me  to  participate  and  also  for  all  of  the  help  he  has  rendered  to  my 
home  city  of  Newark  over  the  years. 

I  am  here  today  to  recommend  that  the  Subcommittee  make 
necessary  appropriations  for  the  Newark  Riverfront  project.    I 
believe  this  is  a  sound  investment  which  will  reap  considerable 
benefits  as  we  work  together  to  improve  the  economic  status  of 
our  nation's  urban  areas. 

Development  of  Newark's  Riverfront  is  an  essential  piece  of 
our  overall  economic  and  transportation  redevelopment  plan,  a 
carefully  thought-out  approach  to  revitalizing  the  city. 

The  Riverfront  will  form  the  nexus  of  a  vibrant  downtown 
center  that  will  stimulate  economic  development  and  provide  the 
citizens  of  Newark,  and  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  with  tremendous 
new  opportunities. 

We  are  hopeful  that  the  redevelopment  will  attract  visitors 
from  around  the  nation,  and  even  the  world.    Newark's  riverfront 
development  has  the  potential  to  mirror  many  of  the  other 
successful  waterfront  development  projects  nationwide. 

The  Riverfront  is  part  of  an  overall  effort  to  upgrade  the  city 
which  also  includes  the  Newark  Elizabeth  Airport  rail  link;  the 
enhancement  of  Route  21  and 

1-280,  and  the  construction  of  the  New  Jersey  Performing  Arts 
Center. 
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The  development  of  the  Riverfront  offers  a  once  in  a  lifetime 
opportunity  to  tie  together  these  important  components  in  order  to 
reinvigorate  and  rebuild  one  of  America's  three  oldest  cities  (along 
with  New  York  and  Boston). 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  reported  that  in  FY  '96  it 
needs  just  $900,000  to  move  ahead  with  this  important  Riverfront 
project.    I  am  submitting  to  the  Subcommittee  a  breakdown  of 
how  that  money  would  be  allocated. 

I  strongly  support  this  request  and  hope  that  the  Subcommittee 
will  give  it  favorable  consideration. 

Let  me  also  say  that  I  support  the  request  of  the  Port 
Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  for  funds  to  carry  out 
crucial  design,  construction  and  maintenance  of  essential 
navigation  projects  under  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Civil 
Works  program. 

As  we  continue  seeking  solutions  to  the  dredged  material 
disposal  crisis,  it  is  important  that  we  have  the  necessary 
resources  to  successfully  complete  this  task.   As  Port  officials 
have  pointed  out,  local  sponsors  are  prepared  to  provide  the  local 
share  of  funds  as  required  for  navigation  improvement  projects. 

I  also  endorse  the  Port  Authority's  request  for  funds  to  allow 
the  New  York  Bight  and  Harbor  Study  to  move  forward.  This  will 
result  in  a  computer  model  that  will  make  it  possible  to  track 
sources  of  pollution  and  to  address  the  dioxin  problem. 

This  type  of  efficiency  based  on  new  technology  is  what  we 
are  all  striving  for  as  we  continue  to  re-invent  government. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify 
here  today.    Unfortunately,  because  of  a  long-standing 
commitment,  I  have  to  leave  early,  but  I  hope  you  will  let  me 
know  if  there  is  any  further  information  that  the  Subcommittee 
needs  from  my  office.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Payne.  And  any 
additional  remarks  you  have  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

And  let  me  say  to  the  entire  group  that  is  here,  it  is  very  impor- 
tant for  this  committee  to  hear  New  Jersey's  priorities  as  have  you 
presented.  And  I  really  want  to  commend  the  time  and  effort  and 
the  fact  that  you  were  here. 

And  I  am  sure  Chairman  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill  are  certainly  ap- 
preciative of  your  attendance. 

I  know  if  you  have  to  leave,  you  have  to  leave,  gentlemen. 

Congressman  Bill  Martinl 

Mr.  Martinl  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
subcommittee. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  giving  Members  of  the  New  Jersey 
delegation  the  opportunity  to  come  before  you  today  to  address 
some  of  the  concerns  of  our  State.  Today,  I  would  like  to  highlight 
three  very  important  programs  that  are  taking  place  within  my 
congressional  district  which  encompasses  parts  of  Essex  and  Pas- 
saic Counties. 

The  first  program  is  the  removal  of  thorium  located  in  Wayne, 
New  Jersey,  at  the  site  of  the  former  W.  R.  Grace  Company.  Tho- 
rium was  a  by-product  of  the  manufacture  of  gas  lamps  that  slowly 
breaks  down  to  radon  gas  which  has  been  linked  to  high  rates  of 
lung  cancer.  The  people  of  Wayne  have  for  years  called  for  the  re- 
moval of  100,000-plus  cubic  yards  of  high-  and  low-level  radioactive 
material  from  their  residential  community. 

Last  year,  the  Department  of  Energy  began  the  removal  which 
amounted  to  about  2  percent  of  the  2,100  cubic  yards  of  the  total 
amount  located  at  site.  The  thorium  pile  is  an  instance  where  the 
public  safety  is  at  stake  and  the  assistance  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  required  to  improve  the  situation. 

The  people  of  this  community  have  worked  for  years  with  numer- 
ous agencies,  including  the  Department  of  Energy,  to  achieve  the 
removal  of  this  tainted  soil.  The  local  officials  have  worked  hard 
through  every  obstacle  placed  in  front  of  them  by  numerous  Fed- 
eral agencies.  It  has  not  been  an  easy  task  but  it  is  one  that  lead- 
ers in  Wayne  have  completed  as  a  s3rmbol  of  their  commitment  to 
this  issue. 

In  addition,  officials  of  the  Department  of  Energy  met  with  local 
officials  on  March  15,  1995,  site  managers  explained  that  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  is  moving  forward  on  this  project.  On  March 
29,  1995,  bids  on  the  contract  are  due.  In  early  May,  the  contract 
will  be  awarded  and  by  early  July,  the  removal  of  the  top  layer  of 
the  thorium-tainted  soil  is  scheduled  to  be  begin. 

In  addition,  there  are  16  hazardous  waste  pits  scattered  across 
the  former  Grace  industrial  site.  The  Department  of  Energy  will 
clean  up  the  topsoil  and  then  begin  testing  the  pits  to  determine 
the  best  method  to  clean  up  these  sections. 

Given  that  this  is  clearly  an  urgent  matter  of  public  health,  safe- 
ty and  welfare,  and  given  that  the  local  bodies  have  fulfilled  every 
request  made  by  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Energy,  I  ask  this 
subcommittee  to  continue  its  support  for  the  Wayne  Thorium  Re- 
moval Project.  As  you  may  be  aware,  the  total  estimated  cost  of 
this  project  is  $94  million  with  a  requested  amount  of  $5.9  million 
for  fiscal  year  1996. 
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I  want  to  also  take  a  moment  to  publicly  thank  Congressman 
Rodney  Frelinghuysen  for  his  efforts  urging  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy not  to  take  any  steps  that  would  jeopardize  the  removal  of  the 
thorium  and  to  make  every  effort  to  ensure  that  the  removal 
project  moves  forward. 

The  second  program  I  would  like  to  speak  with  you  about  is 
Molly  Ann's  Brook.  This  project  runs  from  near  downtown  Paterson 
through  the  Town  of  Haledon,  and  takes  in  a  tiny  portion  of  Pros- 
pect Park.  It  has  been  designed  to  alleviate  a  flooding  problem  on 
the  brook  that  occurs  twice  a  year. 

The  project  consists  of  three  features:  the  demolition  of  a  build- 
ing straddling  the  brook;  the  raising  of  five  bridges;  and  the  chan- 
nelization or  widening  of  the  brook  itself.  The  design  memorandum, 
the  plans,  and  the  cooperation  agreements  have  been  completed. 

As  you  may  be  aware,  this  project  should  cost  approximately 
$33.8  million,  with  the  Federal  share  being  approximately  $23.6 
million.  This  subcommittee  in  the  past  has  been  very  supportive  of 
this  program.  It  is  that  support  which  has  led  me  to  believe  that 
in  the  next  several  weeks  construction  will  begin  on  this  project. 
It  is  important  that  continued  support  be  provided  so  that  reduc- 
tion of  flooding  in  this  area  will  become  a  reality  in  the  next  sev- 
eral years. 

The  final  issue  I  would  like  to  speak  about  today  is  the  Passaic 
River  Flood  Tunnel.  As  designed,  the  tunnel  would  take  flood  water 
from  the  Passaic  River  Basin  and  empty  it  into  the  Newark  Bay. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  initially  estimated  that  the  project 
would  cost  approximately  $835  million,  and  this  was  an  approxima- 
tion made  many  years  ago.  Others  estimate  that  the  cost  of  the 
tunnel  is  over  $2  billion.  Local  coalition  groups  have  calculated 
that  the  project  could  end  up  between  $4.4  billion  and  $6  billion. 

The  Federal  Government  has  spent  more  than  $36.5  million  on 
the  studies  of  the  flood  tunnel  since  1976.  There  was  $17  million 
appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  study  several  different  means 
of  bringing  flood  relief  to  the  Passaic  River  area.  As  a  result,  three 
reports  will  be  released  in  September  of  this  year. 

The  three  reports  are,  a  draft  general  design  memorandum,  a 
draft  supplemental  environmental  impact  statement,  and  a  draft 
buyout  analysis  alternative  plan. 

In  1994,  Governor  Christine  Todd  Whitman  indicated  her  opposi- 
tion to  the  building  of  the  Passaic  Flood  Tunnel.  The  Governor  ad- 
vocated a  nonstructural  solution.  In  turn,  the  late  Congressman 
Dean  Gallo  asked  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  perform  an  anal- 
ysis of  a  buyout  option  based  on  a  100-year  floodplain. 

During  my  campaign  for  the  House  of  Representatives,  I  opposed 
the  flood  tunnel  and  supported  exploring  the  buyout  option.  I  felt 
during  the  campaign,  as  I  do  today,  that  the  tunnel  is  an  inappro- 
priate and  unwise  use  of  Federal  resources  and  taxpayers'  dollars. 

In  the  last  several  months  I  have  had  several  meetings  with  the 
staff  at  the  transportation  and  infrastructure  committee  and  the 
Army  Coi-ps  of  Engineers  regarding  the  flood  tunnel.  From  these 
meetings  it  is  my  understanding  that  when  these  reports  are  fin- 
ished, in  the  fall  of  1995,  the  $17  million  that  was  appropriated 
will  not  be  exhausted. 
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I,  therefore,  will  be  sending  a  letter  today  to  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  requesting  that  these  unspent  funds  be  used  on  provid- 
ing a  more  detailed  draft  buyout  analysis.  It  is  important  that  this 
report  be  done  in  a  detailed  manner  in  order  to  provide  our  Gov- 
ernor, Governor  Whitman,  with  all  the  information  necessary  to 
consider  this  issue. 

Again,  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  testifying 
here  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  Mr.  Martini.  And  any  remarks 
that  are  given  will  be  included  in  the  public  record. 

Congressman  Pallone,  welcome. 

Mr.  Pallone.  Thank  you.  And  it  is  good  to  see  you  up  there. 
Congressman  Frelinghuysen. 

I  know  for  many  years  this  subcommittee  has  been  very  good  to 
my  district,  and  the  shore  area.  Mr.  Bevill  certainly  knows  from 
over  the  years  about  the  support  for  the  shore  protection  project 
and  what  used  to  be  Jim  Howard's  district.  And  we  are  moving  for-  p 
ward  with  that,  and  certainly  the  Chairman  has  also  been  support- 
ive of  the  projects  along  the  Jersey  shore  over  the  years,  too.  I  ap- 
preciate that. 

I  wanted  to,  if  I  could,  talk  about  a  couple  of  things,  primarily 
this  new  Army  Corps  criteria  that  has  been  suggested  by  the  ad- 
ministration, which  I  think  is  foolhardy,  and  then  briefly,  if  I  could, 
go  over  some  of  the  projects  in  my  district  briefly.  I  have  a  state- 
ment for  the  record  I  would  like  to  submit. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  It  will  be  included  in  the  record  in  full. 

Mr.  Pallone.  As  far  as  the  Corps'  policy  is  concerned,  or  the  pol- 
icy that  has  been  suggested  by  the  administration,  there  is  a  letter 
that  was  sent  to  the  Chairman  of  the  authorizing  committee,  Mr. 
Shuster,  that  is  signed  now  by  30  or  40  Members  of  Congress  and 
if  I  could  submit  that  for  the  record  also. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  As  well,  it  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

Thank  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Congreslff  of  tfje  ®niteb  ibtattsi 

J^ouit  of  l^epredentatibeit 
Siattfjington,  SC  20515 

March  1,  1995 


The  Honorable  Bud  Shuster 

Chairman 

Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 

Washington,  DC   20515 

Dear  Chairman  Shuster: 

We  are  writing  to  let  you  know  of  our  opposition  to  a 
proposal  in  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  that  would 
drastically  alter  the  mission  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
to  ask  for  your  assistance  in  preserving  the  Corps'  current 
mission. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  President's  FY  1996  budget  calls  for 
the  Army  Corps  to  abandon  its  traditional  role  in  protecting  our 
people  from  floods,  preserving  our  nation's  beaches,  and 
undertaking  projects  that  provide  recreational  benefits  to 
millions  of  Americans.   The  proposal,  which  is  part  of  the 
Administration's  "Reinventing  Government"  initiative,  proposes  to 
eliminate  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  local  projects  role  and 
focus  the  Corps  on  water  projects  that  provide  "national 
benefits."   This  means  that  any  Corps  project  that  does  not  span 
at  least  two  states  will  be  phased  out. 

There  are  many  reasons  why  this  change  is  bad  policy: 

It  Is  not  cost  effective.   The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  the  nation's 
repository  of  engineering  and  infrastructure  knowledge. 
This  proposal  would  force  each  individual  state  to  acquire 
the  contracting,  engineering,  and  construction  experience 
that  the  Corps  already  possesses.   These  costs  would  far 
outweigh  the  $837  million  in  savings  that  the  budget 
estimates. 

It  will  result  In  delays  in  critical  infrastructure  projects. 

Already,  there  is  evidence  that  the  Corps  has  slowed  work  on 
flood  control  and  beach  erosion  in  various  states  as  a 
direct  result  of  the  proposed  policy.   Transition  from 
federal  to  state  control  of  such  projects  will  result  in 
even  greater  delays.   If  flood  protection  projects  are  not 
completed  in  a  timely  fashion,  many  communities  could  suffer 
damages  that  could  have  been  easily  avoided. 

It  will  hurt  small  businesses  and  local  governments.   The 

cancellation  of  recreational  water  and  shore  protection 
projects  could  result  in  the  loss  of  millions  of  dollars  to 
small  businesses  and  local  governments.   In  addition,  the 
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Army  Corps  has  contracts  with  many  small  construction  firms  that 
will  be  hit  hard  by  this  new  policy. 

It  is  in  direct  opposition  to  Congressional  intent.   Congress  has 
consistently  reaffirmed  its  support  for  the  Corps' 
involvement  in  flood  control,  shore  protection  and  small 
water  projects  as  well  as  larger  projects.   Furthermore, 
under  its  own  guidelines  the  Corps  already  considers  the 
national  benefits  of  each  project  it  undertakes. 

While  we  firmly  believe  that  our  nation  needs  to  reduce  its 
spending,  we  do  not  believe  that  this  broad  change  in  policy  will 
accomplish  that  goal  in  an  effective  and  efficient  manner.   We 
hope  you  share  our  opposition  to  this  new  policy  and  respectfully 
request  your  assurance  in  maintaining  the  Corps'  traditional  role 
in  assisting  all  our  citizens,  regardless  of  state  boundaries. 

Sincerely, 


)^  9^      ^corL^M^: 


/Lji^A^j^rT^ 
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Mr.  Pallone.  Thank  you. 

Let  me  just  say,  I  guess  it  is  Dr.  Zirschky  who  was  architect  of 
this  poHcy  for  the  Corps  that  testified  before  your  subcommittee  at 
some  point  in  the  last  month  or  so. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  am  not  sure  he  was  the  architect.  He  was 
the  presenter.  We  felt  that  he  had  a  high  degree  of  discomfort 
about  presenting  it.  That  was  the  opinion  of  some  of  us  up  here. 

Mr.  Pallone.  I  just  wanted  to  point  out,  if  I  could,  why  that  pol- 
icy makes  no  sense.  Essentially,  I  had  heard  him  subsequent  to 
that  time  on  a  couple  of  occasions  and  basically  what  he  was  telling 
me  was  that  these  responsibilities  would  be  taken  over  by  the 
State.  And  I  think  you  know  well  that  that  is  simply  not  the  case. 

There  is  absolutely  no  way  that  the  State  of  New  Jersey  would 
be  able  to  take  over  those  projects.  Those  projects  just  would  not 
be  done.  The  money  would  not  be  available  and  even  the  ideas  and 
the  knowledge  or  the  technical  expertise  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  could  not  possibly  be  transferred  to  the  States  in  a  short 
period  of  time. 

But  more  important,  the  State  of  New  Jersey  has  the  same  budg- 
et problems  as  the  Federal  Government  and  they  are  not  going  to 
be  in  a  position  to  finance  the  projects. 

The  other  thing  that  bothered  me  was  the  arbitrary  nature  of  the 
criteria  that  was  being  presented  by  the  administration;  this  notion 
that  we  are  only  going  to  do  projects  where  half  of  the  waters  that 
are  coming  into  this  State  are  interstate.  They  come  from  one  State 
or  the  next.  And  I  pointed  out,  if  I  was  the  State  of  California 
where  most  of  the  rivers  are  within  the  State,  almost  all  the 
projects  in  California  would  be  excluded.  Or  in  the  case  of  coastal 
States  like  New  Jersey,  since  most  of  our  flooding  comes  from 
ocean  sources,  that  we  would  be  excluded  because  he  pointed  out 
that  we  do  not  count  flooding  or  damage  that  comes  from  the 
ocean.  It  has  to  come  from  the  Delaware  or  some  other  interstate 
water. 

The  other  problem  is  that  historically  this  committee  has  never 
made  a  distinction  in  its  authorizing  language  between  recreational 
and  commercial,  and  all  of  a  sudden,  they  are  establishing  a  cri- 
teria where  they  say  recreational  activities  are  not  as  important  as 
commercial  activities.  And  I  certainly  would  say  that  there  is  no  ra- 
tional basis  for  that. 

If  you  look  at  the  amount  of  money  that  comes  to  the  Federal 
Government  through  tax  revenues,  there  is  just  as  much  that 
comes  from  recreational  activities  as  comes  from  commercial  activi- 
ties. So  my  point  would  be,  and  you  probably  already  subscribe  to 
it,  that  the  administration's  new  criteria  should  just  be  rejected 
outright. 

I  know  there  are  problems  with  money  for  all  of  these  projects. 
If  you  are  going  to  make  a  decision  about  what  to  fund  or  not  to 
fund,  you  do  it  based  on  your  traditional  cost/benefit  analysis. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  not  going  to  let  that  go  into  effect,  with  the 
New  Jersey  delegation's  help. 

Mr.  Pallone.  I  will  stop  talking  about  it.  It  riles  me  so  much 
that  I  had  to  get  out  something  about  it.  And  I  appreciate  your 
statement. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  are  right,  as  you  always  are. 
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Mr.  Pallone.  I  don't  know  about  that. 

I  have  one  project  that  is  affected  by  this  new  policy  right  now 
and  that  is  the  South  River  Dam  Project  which  is  in  the  reconnais- 
sance stage,  and  would  move  to  the  feasibility  stage  if  it  wasn't  for 
this  new  policy.  So  the  only  request  for  additional  funds  that  I  have 
to  the  committee  is  if  it  is  possible,  to  move  that  project  to  the  fea- 
sibility stage,  which  it  would  have  normally,  and  which  the  Corps 
would  have  recommended  if  it  wasn't  for  the  policy.  That  is  a  dif- 
ference from  $25,000,  which  is  what  the  President  has  proposed  for 
the  reconnaissance,  to  $300,000,  an  extra  $275,000  that  would  be 
needed  for  the  feasibility  stage  which  is  ready  to  be  done  at  this 
time. 

Other  than  that,  I  just  wanted  to  express  support  for  the  ongoing 
projects,  the  Shore  Protection  Project  around  the  Atlantic  Coast  in 
Monmouth  County.  And  the  money  has  been  suggested  by  the 
President  in  the  budget. 

The  Green  Brook  Sub-Basin  Projects,  which  I  share  with  Con- 
gressman Franks,  also  the  two  dredging  projects  in  the  Shark 
River  and  the  Cheesequake  Creek,  which  are  also  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget,  and  the  reconnaissance  and  feasibility  study  for  the 
new  Raritan  Bay  Shore  Protection  Project. 

The  last  thing  I  wanted  to  mention,  if  I  could,  it  doesn't  really 
come  before  this  committee  now  because  it  hasn't  been  authorized, 
but  I  think  that  you  know  that  we  are  very  much  concerned  about 
moving  away  from  ocean  dumping  of  contaminated  dredge  mate- 
rials. Not  this  subcommittee,  but  the  HUD  and  the  Independent 
Agencies  Subcommittee  has  been  putting  in  money  every  year  for 
a  decontamination  project  for  dredge  materials,  and  we  are  going 
to  ask  that  subcommittee  to  move  forward  and  provide  more  fund- 
ing for  that. 

At  the  same  time,  what  I  am  trying  to  do — and  this  would  have 
to  be  authorized  first,  so  it  doesn't  come  before  you  for  funding  at 
this  point — we  would  like  to  build  a  new  disposal  project,  if  you 
will,  in  the  North  Bay  area  for  some  of  the  contaminated  dredge 
material  that  comes  from  the  New  York  Harbor  area.  And  in  order 
to  do  that,  we  need  authorization,  I  guess,  under  the  Water  Re- 
sources and  Development  Act  so  that  we  can  get  the  Corps  author- 
ized to  spend  money  on  construction  of  the  disposal  site. 

When  that  happens,  in  future  years,  we  would  undoubtedly  come 
back  to  you  and  ask  for  funding  for  that  project,  but  until  it  is  au- 
thorized, that  would  be  premature,  but  I  wanted  to  bring  it  to  your 
attention. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  for  bringing  all  of  these  matters 
to  our  attention,  Mr.  Pallone. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Pallone  follows:] 
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REPRESENTATIVE  FRANK  PALLONE,  JR. 
Of  the 
■  1  SIXTH  DISTRICT  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  23,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  giving  me  and  the  New  Jersey 
Delegation  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  Subcommittee. 
I  am  here  to  make  appropriations  requests  for  fiscal  year  1996 
that  are  critical  to  protecting  our  coastal  environment  as  well 
as  the  health  and  safety  of  the  people  who  live  in  Central  New 
Jersey . 

Today,  I  plan  to  address  two  major  issues:   (1)  the 
continuing  participation  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  flood 
control,  shore  protection,  and  other  water  projects  and  (2)  the 
need  for  dredged  material  disposal  alternatives. 

Specifically,  I  will  be  requesting  continued  and  additional 
appropriations  for  ongoing  flood  control,  shore  protection,  beach 
erosion,  and  navigation  projects  in  my  district,  including  the 
flood  damage  protection  project  in  the  Raritan  River  Basin,  South 
River,  NJ. 


The  Proposed  New  Role  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

I  am  strongly  opposed  to  the  Administration's  proposed  new 
role  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  that  would  eliminate  the 
Corps'  traditional  participation  in  vital  flood  control  and  shore 
protection  projects  in  New  Jersey.   Adoption  of  such  a  role  for 
the  Army  Corps  would  prove  to  be  detrimental,  the  resulting  costs 
far  outweighing  any  estimated  budgetary  savings. 

Many  current  Army  Corps  projects  will  simply  not  be  done 
because  States,  including  New  Jersey,  will  not  have  the 
wherewithal  to  carry  out  them  out.   First,  most  States  do  not 
have  the  money  to  incur  the  full  costs  of  current  Army  Corps 
Projects.   Second,  the  States  lack  the  engineering  and 
Infrastructure  knowledge  that  belongs  to  the  Corps.   Finally, 
there  is  the  potential  cost  to  communities  that  may  incur  damages 
as  a  result  of  transition-induced  construction  delays. 
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The  Administration's  criteria  would  require  that  to  be 
eligible  for  Federal  assistance,  over  one-half  the  flood  waters 
come  from  outside  the  state.   This  requirement  Is  boldly  unfair, 
unjust,  and  unfounded.   Flood  waters  do  not  recognize  state  or 
coastal  boundaries.   Why  should  a  state  like  California  be 
responsible  for  flood  control  projects  within  its  borders  which 
would  easily  qualify  as  Interstate  projects  in  a  similarly  sized 
area  in  another  part  of  the  country?  Why  should  coastal  states 
be  responsible  for  flood  control  projects  because  over  one-half 
the  flood  waters  threatening  lives  and  property  do  not  come  from 
another  state  but  from  the  ocean,  which  receives  waters  from 
several  states? 

Rather  than  basing  the  significance  of  projects  on  arbitrary 
guidelines,  decisions  on  Federal  participation  should  be  based  on 
project  benefits  as  compared  to  project  costs.   This  principle 
should  apply  to  all  potential  Army  Corps  projects.  Including 
recreational  projects  as  well  as  the  commercial.   Recreational 
projects  bring  significant  funds  to  the  national  economy  and  are 
equally  worth  consideration  using  a  cost-to-benefit  approach. 

The  Congress  has  repeatedly  affirmed  its  support  for  the 
Corps'  role  in  shore  protection,  flood  control,  and  other  small 
water  projects.   I  would  therefore  like  to  point  out  that  this 
proposed  new  role  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  in  direct 
opposition  to  Congressional  intent.   I  have  obtained  the 
signatures  of  several  Members  of  Congress  on  a  letter  to  the 
Chairman  of  the  authorizing  committee.  Chairman  Shuster, 
specifically  requesting  that  the  Corps'  traditional  role  in 
assisting  with  flood  control,  shore  protection,  and  other  water 
projects  be  maintained.   I  submit  with  my  testimony  a  copy  of 
this  letter  for  the  Committee's  consideration  and  ask  that  it  be 
made  part  of  the  record. 


Rarltan  River  Basin.  South  River.  NJ 

Although  this  new  Army  Corps  policy  has  not  yet  been 
officially  adopted,  it  has  already  had  its  effect  on  the  Army 
Corps'  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996.   In  my  district  specifically, 
a  crucial  flood  damage  protection  project  in  the  Rarltan  River 
Basin  is  essentially  being  put  In  a  "holding  pattern." 

Not  only  does  the  South  River  have  a  history  of  flooding, 
but  recent  storms  such  as  Hurricane  Gloria  in  1985  and  a 
substantial  storm  in  December  of  1992  have  threatened  lives  and 
caused  extensive  flood  damage  to  residential  and  commercial 
property  in  Middlesex  County,  New  Jersey. 

The  reconnaissance  study  report  for  this  project  is 
scheduled  for  completion  in  May  1995.   The  project  would  involve 
a  system  of  levees  for  the  protection  of  the  towns  of  South  River 
and  Sayrevllle  as  well  as  potential  ecological  restoration  for 
the  Washington  Canal  and  the  South  River.   The  $25,000  budgeted 
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for  fiscal  year  1996  would  provide  for  the  completion  of  the 
reconnaissance  report,  negotiation  of  a  feasibility  cost-sharing 
agreement,  and  development  of  an  initial  project  management  plan. 

This  project  is  receiving  exceptional  cooperation  from  the 
local  sponsor,  the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection,  and  its  cost-benefit  ratio  is  expected  to  be 
positive.   I  request  that  the  fiscal  year  1996  appropriation  for 
this  project  be  raised  from  $25,000  as  it  currently  appears  in 
the  budget  to  $300,000,  a  difference  of  $275,000,  in  order  to 
complete  the  reconnaissance  report  and  move  this  project  into  the 
feasibility  phase. 


Other  Ongoing  District  Projects 

In  addition  to  the  South  River  project,  there  are  several 
other  projects  being  conducted  in  my  district  that  are  crucial  to 
the  health  and  safety  of  New  Jersey's  shoreline,  its  residents, 
and  its  many  visitors.   I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee 
and  the  Committee  for  their  continued  funding  and  support  for 
these  projects.   The  timely  appropriation  of  adequate  funds  has 
served  greatly  to  keep  these  vital  projects  on  track,  providing 
invaluable  protection  for  our  beaches  and  their  inhabitants. 

In  acknowledging  the  Subcommittee  and  Committee  for  their 
ongoing  support,  I  would  like  to  address  each  of  these  projects 
briefly  in  order  to  recognize  the  beneficial  work  that  is  being 
conducted  and  support  the  necessary  budget  requests  that  have 
been  made  for  each. 

Rarltan  River  Basin,  Green  Brook  Sub-basin,  NJ  (Flood  Control) 

Flooding  in  the  Green  Brook  Sub-basin  has  caused  several 
deaths  and  millions  of  dollars  in  damage.   I  fully  support  the  FY 
1996  budget  request  of  $3.6  million  to  advance  the  construction 
phase  of  this  project,  thereby  aiding  in  the  prevention  of  any 
further  losses  in  this  area. 

Rarltan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  NJ  (Shore  Protection) 

Several  Bayshore  communities  remain  unprotected  against 
storm  inundation,  wave  attack,  and  coastal  erosion.   I  therefore 
support  the  FY  1996  budget  request  of  $620,000  to  continue  the 
feasibility  phase  of  this  study  to  investigate  storm  damage 
protection  alternatives  for  this  area. 

In  addition,  I  wish  to  support  the  FY  1996  budget  request  of 
$52,000  for  a  reconnaissance  study  of  Cliff wood  Beach,  Aberdeen, 
NJ.   Not  only  residents,  but  even  the  existing  protective 
seawall,  are  threatened  by  tidal  flooding  and  progressive  beach 
erosion  in  this  area. 
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Sandy  Hook  to  Barnegat  Inlet,  NJ  (Beach  Erosion) 

I  am  particularly  pleased  with  the  generous  Subconunittee  and 
Committee  support  for  this  much  needed,  comprehensive  beach 
erosion  project.   A  lack  of  seawalls  and  other  protective 
apparatuses  in  this  area  has  left  a  significant  number  of  towns 
in  my  district  extremely  vulnerable  to  damage  from  northeastern 
storms  and  hurricanes.   Severe  beach  erosion  has  also  resulted. 

I  fully  commend  and  support  the  FY  1996  budget  request  of 
$15.7  million  to  continue  the  construction  of  this  invaluable 
project. 

Shark  River,  NJ  (Navigation) 

This  existing  project,  adopted  in  1945,  provides  needed 
access  to  the  Belmar  Municipal  Boat  Basin.   Maintenance  dredging 
of  this  project,  however,  has  not  been  conducted  since  1981.   I 
therefore  support  the  $1.19  million  requested  in  the  FY  1996 
budget  to  provide  for  dredging  of  this  access  channel. 

Cheesequake  Creek,  NJ  (Navigation) 

The  east  Jetty  at  Cheesequake  Creek  has  deteriorated  to  such 
an  extent  that  it  is  currently  submerged  at  high  tide,  causing  a 
severe  navigational  hazard.   I  support  the  FY  1996  budget  request 
of  $2.59  million  that  would  provide  for  rehabilitation  of  this 
jetty  to  its  original  height  and  configuration,  thereby  restoring 
the  safe  use  of  this  harbor  to  small  craft  in  the  area. 


Dredged  Material  Disposal  Alternatives 

Ninety-five  percent  of  America's  trade  moves  by  ship.   The 
Port  of  New  York/New  Jersey,  which  includes  Port 
Newark/Elizabeth,  is  therefore  critical  to  our  nation's  economy 
in  that  it  houses  the  largest  container  port  on  the  East  Coast. 
The  Port  of  New  York/New  Jersey  receives  approximately  4000  ships 
a  year  carrying  41  million  long  tons  of  commercial  goods  and 
fuel.   The  New  York  City  Passenger  Slip  Terminal  brings  in  $100 
million  a  year  in  vacation  cruise  traffic.   In  addition,  the  Port 
also  provides  for  180,000  Jobs  worth  $20  billion. 

Unfortunately,  the  Port  also  receives  approximately  5  to  7 
million  cubic  yards  of  sediment  each  year  that  require  dredging 
in  order  to  keep  the  port  operational.   Increasingly  strict 
regional  testing  and  ocean  disposal  requirements  have  caused  the 
percentage  of  this  material  that  is  disposal  restricted  to  rise 
substantially.   In  fact,  with  its  own  unique  Category  III 
sediment  that  is  ineligible  for  any  form  of  open  water  disposal, 
the  Port  of  New  York/New  Jersey  has  the  largest  volume  of 
restricted  dredged  material  of  any  port  in  the  country. 
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The  Port  of  New  York/New  Jersey  is  In  dire  need  of  dredged 
material  disposal  alternatives.   Currently,  the  only  option  for 
Category  I  and  II  sediments  is  the  Mud  Dump  Site  which  is  rapidly 
nearing  capacity,  and  there  are  no  existing  possibilities  for 
Category  III  disposal.   Confined  disposal  facilities  and 
decontamination  technologies  are  therefore  necessary  for  the 
future  of  the  New  York/New  Jersey  Harbor  as  a  viable,  functioning 
port  facility. 

Despite  the  high  cost  of  such  dredged  material  disposal 
alternatives,  local  authorities  now  shoulder  full  financial 
responsibility  for  such  projects  even  though  the  federal 
government  often  conducts  a  significant  percentage  of  dredging 
activities.   To  remedy  this  situation,  I  will  be  seeking 
authorization  for  federal  cost  sharing  of  confined  disposal 
facilities  and  decontamination  projects  for  contaminated  dredged 
materials.   Pending  this  authorization,  I  urge  the  Subcommittee 
to  consider  future  appropriations  for  such  projects  that  would 
help  to  alleviate  the  dredged  material  disposal  burden  currently 
endured  by  our  nation's  ports  and  harbors. 

In  addition,  I  will  be  testifying  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
VA,  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies  in  order  to  request  a  fiscal 
year  1996  appropriation  of  $5  million  for  the  New  York/New  Jersey 
Harbor  Sediment  Decontamination  Technology  Study,  authorized 
under  Section  405  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992. 
These  funds  would  be  used  to  review  the  results  of  ongoing  bench 
scale  decontamination  technology  studies,  select  the  most 
promising  methods  for  continued  studies  in  the  larger  pilot  scale 
format,  and  for  the  actual  conduct  of  these  pilot  scale  studies. 
Continuation  of  this  study  is  critical  to  the  eventual 
implementation  of  full  scale  decontamination  technologies  for  the 
New  York/New  Jersey  Harbor  that  would  help  to  alleviate  the 
Port ' s  dredged  material  disposal  burden  and  allow  it  to  operate 
in  a  safe  and  efficient  manner. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  is  pleased  to  recognize  Congress- 
man Jim  Saxon. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  just  ran  out  of  money,  Jim. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  fact,  Jim,  that  just  about  the  entire 
delegation  is  here,  I  think  is  extremely  impressive.  I  do  know  that 
over  the  years  certain  States  have  showed  their  true  colors,  and 
New  Jersey  is  certainly  doing  that  this  afternoon. 

And  I  want  to  thank  you  and  my  colleagues  for  letting  the  com- 
mittee know  what  our  priorities  are. 

Mr.  Saxon.  Thank  you. 

And  it  is  great  to  see  you,  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  sitting  in  the 
chair,  that  you  are  next  to  my  good  friend,  the  new  Chairman  of 
the  committee.  We  have  waited  a  long  time  to  find  ourselves  in  this 
enviable  position.  And  I  might  also  say  that  for  the  preceding  10 
years  that  I  have  come  before  this  committee,  we  have  always  had 
a  great  deal  of  accommodation  from  Mr.  Bevill,  and  we  have  really 
and  truly  appreciated  the  consideration  that  you  have  shown  to 
New  Jersey  and  to  a  lot  of  other  States  as  well. 

Let  me  just  say  that  I  do  not  have  much  new.  I  guess  I  would 
start  by  saying  this:  that  on  the  day  that  President  Clinton  got 
sworn  into  office,  reporters  all  wanted  to  know  how  I  was  going  to 
get  along  with  a  new  Democrat  President,  and  I  said  we  are  going 
to  find  ways  to  get  along  and  work  together.  And  I  might  say  that 
of  the  half  dozen  or  so  issues  that  I  would  like  to  discuss,  the  Presi- 
dent and  I  agree  on  all  but  one,  and  that  is  a  pretty  good  record. 

These  are  not  new,  as  I  said  a  minute  ago.  New  Jersey 
Intercoastal  Waterway  needs  constant  attention  in  terms  of  its 
dredging.  It  fills  in  and  needs  attention  each  year,  and  for  that,  for 
Congressman  Pallone's  district  and  for  Mr.  LoBiondo's  district  and 
mine,  we  are  requesting  $3,729,000  for  that  project. 

The  New  Jersey  Shore  Protection  Studies  are  very,  very  impor- 
tant in  terms  of  protection  from  hurricanes  and  Nor'easters.  We  are 
very  interested  in  the  continuation  of  that  program,  which  Mr.  Be- 
vill indicated  is  not  in  as  much  serious  trouble  as  we  had  initially 
thought.  This  is  the  one  area  where  I  disagree  with  the  President. 

There  is  a  project  which  is  currently  underway,  the  reconnais- 
sance study  is  just  being  completed,  and  the  feasibility  study  would 
be  next,  and  there  is  a  need  for  $550  thousand  for  it,  which  was 
not  requested  in  the  President's  budget,  which  we  hope  we  will  be 
able  to  see  restored. 

We  are  also  interested  in  some  maintenance  dredging  for  Bar- 
negat  Inlet,  which  is  important.  1.5  million  for  it  and  a  project 
which  has  previously  been  authorized  for  the  dredging  of  Toms 
River  which  is  silted  in,  of  an  additional  $290  thousand.  And  so  as 
we  move  forward  with  all  of  those  projects,  I  hope  that  our  shore 
area  will  get  the  kind  of  attention  that  it  has  needed  in  the  past 
and  still  continues  to  need. 

One  other  very,  very  important  issue  to  the  Northeastern  part  of 
the  country  and  that  relates  to  the  Port  of  Philadelphia.  The  chan- 
nel from  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  Philadelphia,  is  currently  maintained 
at  40  feet.  And  to  continue  to  maintain  it,  there  is  a  need  for  about 
$18.1  million  in  maintenance  dredging.  And  a  project  has  been 
under  way  now  for  some  years,  to  deepen  the  channel  to  45  feet 
because  of  the  need  resulting  from  deeper  draft  ships.  And  so  the 
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President  has  included  $780,000  for  the  continued  design  of  the 
Deep  Draft  Navigation  Project,  which  I  just  described. 

So  those  are  the  issues  that  are  important  to  my  neck  of  the 
world,  and  I  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  move  forward  with  them. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Saxon.  And  your  entire  re- 
marks will  be  included  in  the  record,  unless  there  is  any  objection. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Saxton  follows:] 
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Statement  of 
Congressman  Jim  Saxton 

Regarding  Energy  and  Water  Budget  Requests 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

March  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify.  I  request  that  my  written  statement  be  included  as  part 
of  the  record.  I  want  to  thank  my  collegue  from  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Frelinghuysen,  for  organizing  this  opportunity  to  speak  before  this 
subcommittee. 

I  will  break  my  remarks  into  five  areas  in  which  I  feel  that  project  funding 
is  critical.  Many  of  the  projects  are  ongoing  maintenance  dredging  projects 
in  my  district.  Funding  is  also  requested  to  continue  reconnaissance  and 
feasibility  studies  and  the  deepening  of  the  Toms  River  and  Delaware  River. 


I.  NEW  JERSEY  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY: 
Maintenance  dredging  of  the  New  Jersey  Intracoastal  Waterway  is 

important  to  the  Coast  Guard  for  the  movement  of  patrol  boats  through  the 
waterway.  Authorized  for  six  to  twelve  foot  channel,  the  engineering, 
design,  supervision  and  administration  of  this  dredging  project  are  extremely 
important  to  keep  the  waterway  navigable  and  clear. 

THEREFORE,  I  REQUEST  $3,729,000  FOR  MAINTENANCE 
DREDGING,  SURVEYS  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  GOVERNMENT- 
OWNED  DISPOSAL  AREAS  FOR  DREDGED  MATERIAL. 

II.  DELAWARE  RIVER  FROM  PHILADELPHIA  TO  THE  SEA: 
There  are  two  important  projects  vital  to  the  economic  well  being  of  the 

tri-state  region  of  Delaware,  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania. 

First,  maintenance  dredging  of  the  40  foot  deep  channel  and  the 
supervision  and  administration  of  contracts  that  maintain  a  government 
owned  hopper  dredge.  The  hopper  dredge  is  required  to  maintain  a  useable 
navigation  channel  and  anchorages  for  commercial  and  military  ship  traffic. 
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Second,  the  Delaware  River  is  currently  maintained  at  a  depth  of  40  feet. 
The  Deep  Draft  Navigation  Project  will  increase  the  channel  depth  to  45  feet. 
This  will  allow  deeper  draft  ships  to  travel  the  waters  of  the  Delaware  River 
to  the  ports  along  its  shores. 

We  should  continue  to  support  this  Project  because  of  the  significant 
economic  benefits  to  the  region.  New  ship  designs  have  drafts  of  42  to  43 
feet.  Upon  completion  of  The  Deep  Draft  Navigation  Project  major  ports 
along  the  Delaware  will  be  able  to  compete  for  business  with  ports  currently 
capable  of  accommodating  the  larger  draft  ships. 

I  REQUEST  $18,157,000  FOR  MAINTENANCE  DREDGING  AND 
$780,000  FOR  THE  CONTINUED  DESIGN  OF  THE  DEEP  DRAFT 
NAVIGATION  PROJECT  ON  THE  DELAWARE  RIVER, 
III.  BARNEGAT  INLET: 

The  New  Jersey  Shore  Protection  Study  was  initiated  for  the  purpose  to 
investigate  hurricane  and  storm  damage  problems  attributed  to  natural  and 
man  made  conditions.  The  study  will  determine  the  effects  of  those 
conditions  on  man's  activities  in  a  coastal  environment  in  an  effort  to 
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alleviate  coastal  erosion.  Currently,  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Bamegat 
Inlet  to  Manasquan  Inlet  is  ongoing  and  will  be  completed  in  FY96. 

In  FY95  a  reconnaissance  study  was  completed  from  Bamegat  Inlet  to 
Little  Egg  Inlet.  The  next  step  in  the  comprehensive  Shore  Protection  Study 
would  be  to  initiate  a  feasibility  study.  Under  the  Presidents's  FY96  Budget 
request  no  funds  were  included  to  begin  this  study.  The  State  of  New  Jersey 
has  budgeted  matching  funds  for  this  project  in  FY96.  Dr.  John  Zirschky, 
Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army,  indicated  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would 
"focus  on  projects  of  broad  national  scope  and  significance"  and  proposed 
that  the  "Corps  complete  current  projects  that  would  be  considered  local 
under  the  new  policy,  but  not  begin  new  ones." 

As  a  Representative  from  New  Jersey,  a  state  which  has  many  beautiful 
beaches  along  its  shore,  I  know  first  hand  the  importance  of  our  beaches  to  a 
vital  state  economy.  I  disagree  with  the  Administration's  premise  that  shore 
damage  reduction  projects  are  local  in  nature  and  lack  the  "broad  national 
scope"  required  for  Corps  funding.  Let  me  site  a  few  statistics  to  make  my 
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point  that  beaches  are  critical  and  make  a  significant  impact  to  the  national 
economy. 

Beaches  are  the  number  one  tourist  destination  in  the  U.S.  Travel  and 
tourism  provides  $47  Billion  in  tax  revenues  and  employs  14.4  million 
people  and  generated  343,000  new  jobs  in  the  past  year.  In  1994  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  initiated  a  study  on  beach  replenishment  projects  requested  by 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  The  Corps  study  concluded  that  on 
average,  $15  million  has  been  spent  for  the  past  44  years  on  shore  protection 
and  beach  restoration  projects  in  the  U.S.  This  compares  with  federal 
subsidies  of  $134  million  and  $53  million  per  year  for  wool  and  mohair 
production,  respectively. 

To  me  and  to  others,  shore  protection  looks  like  a  pretty  good  investment 
particularly  when  you  look  at  the  low  level  of  funding  in  comparison  to  the 
great  economic  importance  of  our  beaches. 

IN  SUMMARY  I  REQUEST  $1,500,000  FOR  MAINTENANCE 
DREDGING  FOR  BARNEGAT  INLET,  $290,000  FOR  THE 
COMPLETION  OF  THE  RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY  FROM 
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BARNEGAT  INLET  TO  MANASQUAN  INLET  AND  TO  REINSTATE 
$550,000  FOR  THE  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  FROM  BARNEGAT 
INLET  TO  LITTLE  EGG  INLET. 

IV.  THE  TOMS  RIVER: 

I  REQUEST  $290,000  FOR  THE  CONTINUED  OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE  DREDGING  OF  THE  TOMS  RIVER  TO  A  DEPTH 
OF  FIVE  FEET  TO  COMPLETE  THIS  PROJECT. 

V.  SHORE  ECONOMIC  FEASIBILITY  STUDY: 

I  propose  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  conduct  an  economic 
feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  full  economic  impact  that  beach 
replenishment  projects  have  on  this  regions's  economy.  This  feasibility 
study  is  critical,  now  that  the  President  has  proposed  major  policy  changes  to 
the  Army  Corps  Civil  Works  Program.  A  feasibility  study  would  analyze 
various  factors  and  would  provide  reliable  data  to  the  Corps  in  determining  a 
projects  national  importance. 

I  suggest  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  evaluate  and  report  on  the  full  economic  implications  of  coastal 


1044 

infrastructure  development,  protection  and  maintenance  throughout  the 
Northeast  Atlantic  region  of  the  United  States;  to  include  regional 
development ,  the  contribution  of  the  coastal  tourism  economy  to  the  region 
and  the  nation,  including  gross  revenues,  taxes  and  employment. 
I  PROPOSE  FUNDING  FOR  THIS  STUDY  WILL  BE  TAKEN  FROM 
AVAILABLE  FUNDS  WITfflN  THE  CORPS  BUDGET. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  before  your 
subcommittee. 
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FY  96  Energy  and  Water  Budget  Requests 
by  the  Honorable  Jim  Saxton 

L  New  Jersey  Intracoastal  Waterway: 

Maintenance  dredging  of  the  New  Jersey  Intracoastal  Waterway  is  important  to  the  Coast  Guard  for 
the  movement  of  patrol  boats  through  the  waterway.  One  annual  dredging  contract  requires  the 
maintenance  of  adequate  depths  in  the  waterway  for  recreational  and  commercial  traffic.  Authorized 
for  six  to  twelve  foot  channel,  the  engineering,  design,  supervision  and  administration  of  this 
dredging  project  are  extremely  important  to  keep  the  waterway  navigable  and  clear. 

Also  required  are  channel  examination  surveys  to  advise  users  of  actual  depths  available,  as  well  as 
the  maintenance  of  government-owned  disposal  areas  for  dredged  material  in  order  to  assure 
adequate  capacity  for  this  material. 

For  the  maintenance  dredging,  the  channel  examination  surveys,  and 
maintenance  of  government-owned  disposal  areas  of  dredged  material,  I  request 
$3,729,000  for  the  New  Jersey  Intracoastal  Waterway. 

IL  Delaware  River  firom  Philadelphia  to  the  Sea: 

There  are  two  important  projects  vital  to  the  economic  well  being  of  the  tri-state  region  of  Delaware, 
New  Jersey,  and  Pennsylvania. 

First,  maintenance  dredging  of  the  40  foot  deep  channel  and  the  supervision  and  administration  of 
two  separate  contracts,  as  well  as  the  upkeep  of  and  maintenance  dredging  by  the  government  owned 
hopper  dredge  McFarland  is  required  to  assure  a  useable  navigation  channel  and  anchorages  for 
commercial  and  military  ship  traffic. 

Second,  the  Delaware  River  is  currently  maintained  at  a  depth  of  40  feet.  The  Deep  Draft 
Navigation  Project  will  increase  the  channel  depth  to  45  feet.  This  will  allow  deeper  draft  ships  to 
travel  the  waters  of  the  River  to  the  ports  along  its  shores. 

There  are  significant  economic  and  environmental  factors  of  this  plan.  Newer  ship  designs  have 
drafts  of  42  to  43  feet.  The  Deep  Draft  Navigation  Project  will  allow  the  major  ports  along  the 
Delaware  to  compete  for  business  with  ports  currently  capable  of  accommodating  the  larger  draft 
ships.  It  will  allow  existing  ships  to  efficiently  travel  to  Philadelphia  and  Camden  without 
lightering.  Because  of  the  depth  of  the  channel,  ships  on  a  regular  basis  off  load  a  portion  of  their 
load  prior  to  entering  the  channel.  Even  though  an  oil  spill  has  never  occurred  in  the  Delaware  Bay 
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millions  of  gallons  of  oil  and  fuel  are  lightered  in  the  Bay.  An  oil  spill  is  a  real  possibility  when 
lightering. 

For  the  maintenance  dredging,  the  channel  examination  surveys,  and 
maintenance  of  government-owned  disposal  areas  for  dredged  material  and 
environmental  monitoring,  I  request  $18,157,000  .  For  the  continued  design  of 
the  Delaware  River  main  channel  deepening,  I  request  $780,000  for  this  project. 

in.  Bamegat  Inlet 

Maintenance  dredging  of  the  Bamegat  Inlet  is  important  to  the  Coast  Guard  for  the  movement  of 
patrol  boats  through  the  Inlet. 

Also  required  are  channel  examination  surveys  to  advise  users  of  actual  depths  available,  as  well  as 
the  maintenance  of  government-owned  disposal  areas  for  dredged  material  in  order  to  assure 
adequate  capacity  for  this  material. 

The  New  Jersey  Shore  Protection  Study,  a  portion  of  which  includes  a  project  extending  from 
Bamegat  Inlet  to  Manasquan  Inlet.  The  reconnaissance  study  of  this  area  began  in  F  Y95  and  is 
expected  to  be  completed  in  FY96.  Additionally,  a  reconnaissance  study  of  approximately  24  miles 
of  coastal  environment  from  Island  Beach  State  Park  to  the  town  of  Point  Pleasant  Beach  should  be 
initiated. 

In  FY95  a  rggQnnaisganpe  gtudy  wa?  completed  from  Bamegat  Inlet  \q  Little  Egg  Inlgt.  The  next 
step  in  the  comprehensive  Shore  Protection  Study  would  be  to  initiate  a  feasibility  study.  Under  the 
President's  FY96  Budget  request  no  funds  were  included  to  begin  this  study.  Federal  policy  dictates 
that  states  contribute  matching  fionds  for  feasibility  studies.  The  State  of  New  Jersey  has  budgeted 
matching  funds  for  this  project  in  FY96.  Dr.  John  Zirschky  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
indicated  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
would  "focus  on  projects  of  broad  national  scope  and  significance"  and  proposed  that  the  "Corps 
complete  current  projects  that  would  be  considered  local  under  the  new  policy,  but  not  begin  new 
ones.  This  would  include  local  flood  protection  and  shoreline  damage  reduction  projects." 

As  a  Representative  from  New  Jersey,  a  state  which  has  many  beautiful  beaches  along  its  shore,  I 
know  first  hand  the  importance  of  our  beaches  to  a  vital  economy.  I  disagree  with  the 
Administration's  premise  that  shore  damage  reduction  projects  are  local  in  nature  and  lack  the 
"broad  national  scope"  required  for  Corps  funding.  Let  me  site  a  few  statistics  to  make  my  point 
that  beaches  are  critical  and  make  significant  impact  to  the  national  economy.  Beaches  are  the 
number  one  tourist  destination  in  the  U.S.  with  85  percent  of  tourist  dollars  spent  in  coastal  states. 
Travel  and  tourism  provides  $47  billion  in  tax  revenues.  The  travel  and  tourism  industry  employs 
14.4  million  people.  Travel  and  tourism  is  the  greatest  provider  of  new  jobs  in  the  U.S.  with  343,000 


1047 


tourist  related  jobs  added  in  the  past  year.  As  you  can  see,  beaches  are  vital  to  a  healthy  national 
economy. 

In  1994  the  Corps  of  Engineers  initiated  a  study  on  beach  replenishment  projects  that  was  requested 
by  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  The  Corps  concluded  that  $15  million  a  year  for  the  past 
44  years  has  been  spent  on  shore  protection  and  beach  restoration  in  the  U.S.  This  compares  with 
federal  subsidies  of  $134  million  and  $53  million  per  year  for  wool  and  mohair  production 
respectively.  To  me  and  to  others,  shore  protection  looks  like  a  pretty  good  investment  particularly 
when  you  look  at  the  low  level  of  funding  in  comparison  to  the  great  economic  importance  of  our 
beaches. 

For  the  maintenance  dredging,  the  channel  examination  surveys,  and 
maintenance  of  government-owned  disposal  areas  for  dredged  material,  I 
request  $1,500,000  for  Barnegat  Inlet.  For  the  completion  of  the  reconnaissance 
study  from  Barnegat  Inlet  to  Manasquan  Inlet  which  is  part  of  the  New  Jersey 
Shore  Protection  study,  I  request  $290,000.  I  request  $550,000  for  a  feasibility 
study  from  Barnegat  Inlet  to  Little  Egg  Inlet  as  part  of  the  New  Jersey  Shore 
Protection  Study. 

IV.  The  Toms  Riven 

I  would  ask  that  attention  be  drawn  to  the  Toms  River,  in  Dover  Township,  New  Jersey  and  the 
dredging  requested  and  authorized  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  a  depth  of  five  feet  be 
recognized  as  a  priority. 

For  the  continued  operation  and  maintenance  dredging  to  the  depth  of  five  feet, 
I  request  $290,000  to  complete  this  project. 

V.  Shore  Economic  Feasibility  Study: 

To  my  knowledge  an  economic  feasibility  study  has  never  been  conducted  on  the  eastern  seaboard 
coastal  areas.  This  feasibility  study  is  critical  now  that  the  President  has  proposed  major  policy 
changes  to  the  Army  Corps  Civil  Works  Program.  As  I  have  indicated  these  changes  would  greatly 
limit  the  Corps  participation  in  various  water  resource  projects  unless  the  project  had  a  major 
national  significance.  A  feasibility  study  would  analyze  various  factors  and  would  provide  reliable 
data  to  the  Corps  in  determining  a  projects  national  importance. 

I  suggest  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  requested  to  use 
the  North  Atlantic  Division  Commander's  center  of  coastal  expertise  to  evaluate  and  report  on  the 
Ml  economic  implications  of  coastal  infrastructure  development,  protection  and  maintenance 
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throughout  the  Northeast  Atlantic  region  of  the  United  States;  to  include  regional  development,  the 
contribution  of  the  coastal  tourism  economy  to  the  region  and  the  nation,  including  gross  revenues, 
taxes,  and  employment;  and  its  proportionate  contribution  to  the  $17  Billion  (1992)  Federal  Trade 
Surplus  generated  by  foreign  tourists  in  the  United  States. 

The  center  will  examine  the  expenditures  on  coastal  infrastructure  in  comparison  with  the  benefits 
generated,  and  will  issue  its  report  within  two  years  of  commencement.  I  propose  funding  for  this 
study  will  be  taken  from  available  funds  within  the  Corps  budget. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  also  have  testimony  to  be  submitted  by 
Bob  Menendez,  Congressman  Bob  Menendez,  and  that  will  be  en- 
tered as  well. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Menendez  follows:! 


y 
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TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

BEFORE 

THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  here  today  to  reiterate  my  support  for 
the  programs  requested  in  this  year's  budget  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  for  federal  navigation  projects  in  New  Jersey. 
I  particularly  note  the  importance  of  the  dredging  projects  at 
New  York  Harbor  and  adjacent  channels,  Claremont  Terminal  and  the 
Arthur  Kill  Channel.   The  New  York  Harbor  and  adjacent  channels, 
Claremont  Terminal,  NJ  project  will  deepen  the  27  foot  channel  to 
34  feet  below  mean  water  level.   The  entrance  channel  will  be 
1,250  feet  wide  at  the  confluence  with  the  New  York  Harbor 
Anchorage  Channel,  then  taper  to  300  feet  extending  about  1.6 
miles.   A  maneuvering  channel  will  also  be  provided.   The  Arthur 
Kill  Channel,  Howland  Hook  Marine  Terminal,  NY  &  NJ  project  will 
widen,  deepen  and  realign  the  channel  to  improve  navigational 
safety  and  allow  larger  vessels.   These  projects  are  vitally 
important  to  the  commerce  of  the  region.   At  a  time  when  foreign 
commerce  is  integral  to  the  expansion  of  our  economy,  it  is  vital 
that  we  keep  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  open. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  also  take  this  opportunity  to  express 
my  concern  about  the  crisis  in  our  nation's  ports.   This 
Subcommittee  has  championed  the  commercial  use  and  preservation 
of  our  nation's  navigable  waters.   Mr.  Chairman,  projects  to 
maintain  and  improve  our  ports  and  harbors  are  taking  far  too 
long  and  are  becoming  bottlenecks  to  the  expansion  of  our  foreign 
commerce.   The  main  reason  those  projects  are  taking  so  long  is 
bureaucratic  delays.   The  process  of  issuing  permits  for  dredging 
has  become  so  mired  that  many  major  ports  are  in  danger  of 
closing.   We  have  made  some  progress  in  these  areas  but  we  need 
to  make  greater  advances. 

A  number  of  my  colleagues  are  offering  a  proposal  with 
regard  to  the  management  of  dredged  material  from  the  New 
York/New  Jersey  Harbor.   The  Governor  of  New  Jersey  has  recently 
proposed  a  massive  borrow  pit  in  Newark  Bay  to  end  the  disposal 
of  category  two,  dredged  material  in  the  ocean.   The  borrow  pit 
proposed  for  Newark  Bay  is  estimated  to  cost  $120  million.   As  a 
part  of  the  Governor's  Dredged  Material  Management  Team  plan,  the 
state  of  New  Jersey  is  considering  using  Clean  Water  State 
Revolving  Funds  for  this  borrow  pit  rather  modernizing  sewage 
treatment  plants.   I  do  not  accuse  any  of  my  colleagues  or 
Governor  Whitman  of  bad  faith.   I  think,  rather  it  is  misplaced 
good  intention  at  a  time  when  we  can  ill  afford  these  low 
priority  items. 

Further  evidence  of  the  low  priority  of  these  concerns  was 
revealed  on  January  27,  1995,  in  a  study  by  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  of  NOAA  entitled  Chemical  Contaminant  Levels  in 
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the  Flesh  of  Four  Species  of  Recreational  Fish  from  the  New  York 
Bight  Apex  which  found: 

Concentrations  of  nine  trace  metals  in  each  species  were  low 
and  within  the  range  of  values  found  in  uncontaminated 
finfish  muscle.  In  all  composites,  levels  of  total 
mercury (including  methyl  mercury)  were  less  than  0.11  ppm 
which  is  an  order  of  magnitude  below  the  FDA  Action  Level  of 
1.0  ppm  for  methyl  mercury  in  seafood. 

Concentrations  of  PCBs  and  pesticides  were  relatively  low 
and  related  to  the  lipid  content  of  the  tissue.   The  sum  of 
the  2  5  PCB  congeners  measured  in  this  study  had  a  maximum 
value  of  0.57  ppm  in  a  bluefish  composite  compared  with  an 
FDA  Action  Level  of  2 . 0  ppm.  .  .  .   With  few  exceptions, 
PAHs  were  largely  not  detected. 

Analyses  of  17  dioxin  and  debenzofuran  congeners  were  too 
unreliable  to  allow  interpretation. 

After  a  century  of  disposal  at  this  ocean  site,  there 
appears  to  be  very  little  environmental  impact.   I  submit  that 
there  are  genuine  environmental  problems  that  require  the 
expenditure  of  our  scarce  resources.   The  $120  million  borrow  pit 
proposal  for  dredged  material  is  not  one  of  those  priority 
environmental  concerns. 

In  closing,  the  Congress  should  avoid  validating  unwarranted 
bias  against  dredging  and  ocean  disposal .   The  current  delays 
inherent  within  the  permit  process  already  provide  a  needless 
deterrent  to  frivolous  dredging  or  port  expansion.   Further 
punitive  measures  will  harm  the  viability  of  the  Port  of  New  York 
and  New  Jersey.   If  the  port  is  not  allowed  to  maintain  itself  in 
an  economical  manner,  it  will  encourage  cargo  diversion  to  other 
ports  outside  of  the  United  States,  which  do  no  have  restrictions 
on  expansion.   Unless  we  proceed  with  caution,  we  will 
institutionalize  permanent  disabilities  on  the  harbor  operation. 
These  restrictions  are  not  shared  by  other  regions  or  by  the 
ports  of  adjoining  nations.   There  is  also  no  reason  to  believe 
these  restrictions  will  have  any  positive  benefit  for  the 
environment.   The  adverse  economic  consequences  of  handicapping 
trade  in  an  age  of  increasing  global  and  inter-American 
integration  could  be  catastrophic.   Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  provide  these  comments. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Is  it  my  understanding  you  are  going  to  in- 
troduce several  people? 

And  I  know  that  the  Members  that  are  here  I  am  sure  have 
other  obligations,  but  again  on  behalf  of  Chairman  Myers  and  Mr. 
Bevill,  I  want  to  thank  each  and  every  one  of  you  for  taking  time 
here  to  talk  about  New  Jersey's  priorities. 

I  know  that  the  Chair  and  Mr.  Bevill  and  I  are  very  appreciative 
of  the  fact  that  you  have  highlighted  what  is  important  to  New  Jer- 
sey. 

Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Saxon.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

There  are  a  number  of  people  here  from  the  Northeastern  part 
of  the  country,  the  Delaware  Valley  and  from  the  State  of  New  Jer- 
sey. 

With  us  here  today  is  Mr.  Ed  Hazzouri,  who  is  the  Secretary  of 
the  Joint  Executive  Committee  for  Improvement  and  Development 
of  the  Philadelphia  Port  area.  And  with  them  is  Paul  Ives,  Paul 
and  I  go  back  a  long  ways. 

Paul,  I  know  best  as  the  Executive  Director,  or  I  am  not  quite 
sure  that  is  the  title,  of  the  Pilots  Association  of  the  River  and  Bay 
Delaware,  and  also  Bernie  Moore  is  here  from  the  New  Jersey  En- 
vironmental Protection.  Is  this  the  good  time  for  him  to  come  for- 
ward, also? 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
DELAWARE  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES 

WITNESSES 

PAUL  IVES,  chairman,  JOINT  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE,  PILOTS'  ASSO- 
CIATION FOR  THE  BAY  AND  RIVER  DELAWARE 

JOHN  MAIER,  ASSISTANT  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  SOUTH  JERSEY 
PORT  CORPORATION 

EDWARD  HAZZOURI,  SECRETARY,  JOINT  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE, 
GOVERNMENT  AFFAIRS,  SUN  COMPANY,  INCORPORATED 

JOHN  R.  GALLOWAY,  VICE  CHAIRMAN,  JOINT  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE, 
CONSULTANT 

CAPTAIN  MICHAEL  LINTON,  PRESIDENT,  PILOTS'  ASSOCIATION  FOR 
THE  BAY  AND  RIVER  DELAWARE,  CHAIRMAN,  MARINERS'  ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE 

DENNIS  J.  ROCHFORD,  PRESIDENT,  MARITIME  EXCHANGE  FOR  THE 
DELAWARE  RIVER  AND  BAY 

HARRY  J.  KENNEDY,  JR.,  MANAGER,  GOVERNMENT  RELATIONS,  DELA- 
WARE RIVER  PORT  AUTHORITY 

WILLIAM  S.  LANG,  SPECIAL  ASSISTANT,  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  AND 
MARKETING  RELATIONS,  SOUTH  JERSEY  PORT  CORPORATION 

JOSEPH  T.  GROSSI,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  MARITIME  ADVISORY 
COUNCIL  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Do  you  want  to  come  forward? 

And  let  me  say  that  whatever  you  have  in  the  way  of  testimony 
will  be  included  in  its  entirety  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Saxon.  And  Joe  T.  Grossi  from  the  New  Jersey  Department 
of  Commerce. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  And  any  remarks  that  any  of  you  gentle- 
men have,  in  10  minutes,  we  would  like  to  hear  from  you. 
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Who  is  going  to  go,  Mr.  Ives,  we  started  with  you  earHer. 

Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Ives.  I  will  be  brief,  sir. 

It  is  very  nice  to  see  you,  and  Mr.  Bevill,  a  very  good  afternoon 
to  you.  We  have  submitted  our  written  testimony,  and  it  will  be 
part  of  the  record,  so  my  remarks  will  be  somewhat  informal  and 
brief,  and  I  will  not  read  all  of  the  figures. 

The  Joint  Executive  Committee  which  I  chair,  is  made  up  of  26 
organizations,  representing  all  facets  of  waterborne  commerce 
along  the  Delaware.  We  are  a  tri-State  operation.  We  were  orga- 
nized in  1888,  and  that  was  about  the  time  the  Delaware  River  was 
first  dredged  and  we  have  been  involved  in  all  the  major  navigation 
improvements  on  the  Delaware  and  the  Schuylkill  River,  the  Chris- 
tina River  and  the  Chesapeake  and  Delaware  Canal. 

We  are  the  largest  petroleum  refining  complex  on  the  East  Coast, 
with  seven  major  refineries  and  a  wide  range  of  break-bulk  and 
containerized  cargo  terminals  in  Burlington,  Camden,  Glocester, 
Petty's  Island,  Salem  on  the  New  Jersey  side  of  the  river;  Morris- 
ville,  Philadelphia,  Chester  on  the  Pennsylvania  side  of  the  river, 
and  Wilmington  in  the  State  of  Delaware. 

I  might  point  out  that  geographically  the  Delaware  River  flows 
between  the  States  of  New  Jersey,  Delaware  and  Pennsylvania. 
And  New  Jersey  has  quite  a  long  coastline  on  the  Delaware  River 
and  quite  a  few  major  ports. 

We  handle  some  of  the  largest  ships  that  call  anywhere  on  the 
East  Coast  of  the  United  States  and  we  have  an  enviable  safety 
record.  But  keeping  that  safety  record,  especially  with  the  move- 
ment of  petroleum  cargoes,  does  require  adequate  channel  depths 
and  they  are  essential  to  continue  safe  and  efficient  navigation. 

I  would  like  to  make  one  point,  and  that  is  in  1994,  our  inter- 
national waterborne  commerce  in  our  ports  totaled  over  70  million 
tons  and  we  generated  $4  billion  into  the  local  tri-State  economy. 

If  there  is  any  doubt  that  port  development  and  maintenance  is 
a  good  investment,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  this  activity  also 
generated  over  $400  million  for  the  Federal  Government  in  Cus- 
toms receipts.  The  total  package  included  in  the  President's  budget 
for  all  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  projects  in  the  Philadel- 
phia district  is  about  $66  million.  According  to  my  calculations  that 
is  a  7  to  1  return  on  the  dollar  which  goes  into  the  Federal  Treas- 
ury. So  we  feel  that  in  investing  and  maintaining  our  ports  is  a 
good  investment. 

I  appreciate  the  past  support  of  the  committee.  They  have  been 
very  generous.  I  hope  you  will  consider  our  requests  this  year  so 
we  can  keep  this  goose  laying  the  golden  eggs. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Ives,  and  your  testimony 
will  appear  in  the  record. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Ives  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Paul   iane  Ives,   Jr.,    Chairman  of  the  Joint  Executive 
Committee  for  the  Improvement  and  Development  of  the  Philadelphia 
Port  Area;   Conveying  Request  for  Civil   Functions  Appropriations 
for  the  U.    S.    Army  Corps  of  Engineers'   Philadelphia  District,    for 
Fiscal   Year  1996.      Presented  March  23,    1995  Before   the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations,    Room  2362,    Hearing  Room  B, 
Rayburn  Building,    Washington,    DC. 
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IDENTIFYING  REMARKS 

The  Joint  Executive  Committee  for  the  Improvement  and  Development 
of  the  Philadelphia  Port  Area    (JEC)    is  port-affairs  spokesman  for 
twenty-six  Delaware  Valley  civic  and  trade  associations  whose 
names  appear  at   the  bottom  of  this  letterhead  page.      Organized  in 
1888,    this  Committee  has  participated  in  and  promoted  all   major 
navigation  improvements   to  the  Delaware,    Schuylkill   and  Christina 
Rivers  and  the  Chesapeake  and  Delaware  Canal .      The  members  pay  no 
dues  beyond  the  nominal   amounts  needed  to  cover  the 
organization's  administrative  expenses,    and  its  officers  serve 
without  compensation. 

The  largest  refining  center  on   the  east   coast   covering  seven 
major  refineries  is  located  on   the  Delaware  River.      There  are 
also  major  marine  terminal   facilities  on   the  River  handling  a 
wide  range  of  bulk,    breakbulk  and  containerized  cargoes.      These 
are  located  in  Camden,    Gloucester,    Pettys  Island,    Salem  in  New 
Jersey;  Morrisville,    Philadelphia,   Chester  in  Pennsylvania;  and 
Wilmington  in  Delaware.      These  facilities  are  known  collectively 
as   the  Ports  of  Philadelphia. 

International  waterborne  commerce  handled  through  our  Delaware 
River  ports  in   calendar  year  1994,    totalled  over  70  million   tons; 
generating  more   than  four  billion  dollars  into  the  economy  of  the 
tri-state  Delaware  Valley  region.      In  fiscal   year  1994  waterborne 
commerce  at   the  Ports  of  Philadelphia  produced  approximately 
$428,832,292   for  the  Federal   Government  in  Customs  Receipts. 
This  represents  an  approximate  5  percent  increase  over  the  1993 
collections. 

SUMMARY 

The  Joint  Executive  Committee  recognizes  the  need  for  fiscal 
restraint  and  accordingly  we  believe   that   the  funding  requests  as 
presented  in   the  following  testimony  will  reasonably  fulfill   our 
requirements.      We  respectfully  urge  that   the  amounts  proposed  for 
our  navigation  projects  be  approved. 
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TESTIMONY 

The  Joint  Executive  Committee    (JEC)    appreciates   the  support  of 
the  Congress  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  maintaining  the 
navigation  arteries  which  sustain  the  economic  vitality  of  our 
tri-state  region.      Reliable  data  reveals  our  Ports'   activities 
along  the  Delaware  River  account  for  53,000  jobs  and  generate 
over  $4  billion  into  the  economy  of  the  tri-state  Delaware  Valley 
Region . 

The  items  of  our  particular  concern  to  which  we  specifically 
invite  attention  are  listed  below  and  noted  with   the  funding  we 
believe  is  required  in  order  to  maintain  proper  standards  and 
assure  orderly  social   and  economic  progress. 

GENERAL   INVESTIGATIONS 

Preconstruction.   Engineering  &  Design       President's  FY   '96  Budget 

Delaware  River  -  Main  Channel  $        780,000 

These  funds  are  required  to  continue 
orderly  preconstruction,    engineering 
and  design  of  the  authorized  main 
Delaware  River  4 5- foot  channel 
deepening  project. 


Chesapeake  and  Delaware  Canal   Deepening  $  57,000 

Deepening  of  the  C&D  Canal   and  related 
channels  is   important   to  general   cargo 
movements  in   the  mid-Atlantic  region.      It 
will   increase   the  commercial  use  of  the 
Delaware  River  as  well  as  enhance  the 
potential   for  developing  additional 
cargoes  to  and  from  our  Delaware  River 
ports. 
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Construction  Genmral  President's  FY   '96  Budget 

Salem  River  $  3,576,000 

Under  the  Construction  General 
appropriation  we  would  urge  the 
Committee   to  complete  the  deepening 
of  the  Salem  River  to  16  feet. 
The  project  is  critical    to  the 
future  of  the  Salem  River 
ports. 

Operations  and  Maintenance 

Delaware  River,    Philadelphia  to  Sea  $18,157 ,000 

Delaware  River,    Philadelphia   to  Trenton  $  1,255,000 

Delaware  River  at  Camden  $        850,000 

Schuylkill   River  $   1,930,000 

Wilmington  Harbor  $  2,513,000 

Chesapeake  and  Delaware  Canal  $30,090,000 

Salem  River  $        410.000 

Total  $55.205.000 

The  operations  and  maintenance  funding  listed  above  is   the 
minimum  necessary  to  maintain   the  ports  along  the  Delaware  River 
in  a  healthy,    competitive  and  progressive  state.      It  is 
imperative   that  our  channels  be  well  maintained  to  full   project 
depths  especially  in  recognition   that  over  55  million   tons  of 
petroleum  move   through  our  Delaware  River  port  areas  annually. 
Full   project  depths  decrease  the  potential   for  groundings  and 
reduce  the  potential  for  oil  spills.     We  consider  the  President's 
Budget  request   the  minimum  amount  needed  to  maintain  our  channels 
in  reasonable  condition  while  fully  recognizing  the  need  for 
fiscal  restraint. 

The  port  areas  described  above,    Philadelphia,    PA;   Camden,    NJ  and 
Wilmington,    DE  continue  to  contribute  to  the  economy  of  the 
region  with  congressional   support  for  the  budget  amounts 
required.      The  local   interests'   support  of  these  navigation 
projects,    and  required  improvements,    is  evidenced  in  the 
commitments  by  the  Delaware  River  Port  Authority  to  provide   the 
local   interest  cost  sharing  for  a  deepened  45'   channel.      In 
addition  to  these  federal  projects,    the  Commonwealth  of 
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Pennsylvania  with  funding  peurticipation  from  both  Conrail  and 
Canadian  Pacific  railroads  servicing  the  Port  are  spending  over 
$80  million   to  eliminate  bridge  and  tunnel   clearance  restrictions 
throughout  Pennsylvania;  permitting  the  introduction  of  "high  and 
wide"   oversized  export  cargo  shipments  currently  denied  access 
through   the  Port  of  Philadelphia.      CSX  is  currently  discussing 
with  state  officials  how  it  might  also  participate  in   the 
expected  improvement  of  rail   service  utilizing  Delaware  River 
ports . 

Of  particular  note  is  the  need  to  continue  work  towards 
completion  of  the  improvements   to  the  Delaware  River  channels. 
The  money  for  the  Delaware  River  Preconstruction,    Engineering  and 
Design  for  the  45-foot   channel   from  Philadelphia   to  Sea  is 
essential.      The  proposed  channel   deepening  has  benefits  which 
will   exceed  costs.      The  benefits  will   accrue  on  over  70  million 
tons  of  cargo  which   transit   the  Delaware  River.      The  proposed  45- 
foot  channel   deepening  improvement  will   also  increase  our  bulk 
export  cargo  of  scrap  iron  and  offers   the  opportunity  to  attract 
the  new  generation  of  container  vessels  now  coming  on  line  and 
which  draw  42   feet. 

In  addition,   we  would  request  that  no  monies  be  appropriated  for 
any  proposed  Corps  restructuring  without  Congressional   approval 
of  the  plan.      We  would  re-state  our  strong  belief  that   the 
Philadelphia  District  has  been  exemplary  in  practicing  its 
"Customer  Care"   for  the  Delaware  Valley  region  and  the  New  Jersey 
shore.      The  District  has  contributed  to  our  economy  and  to   the 
development  of  the  region's  resources.      Consequently,    we   take 
this  opportunity  to  reiterate  our  firm  support  for  the  continued 
retention  of  the  U.    S.   Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Philadelphia 
District  as  presently  structured. 

The  Joint  Executive  Committee  has  in   the  past  strongly  supported 
the  need  to  retain  the  Corps  of  Engineers  minimum  dredge  fleet, 
in  particular  the  Dredge  McFARLAND  assigned  to   the  ports  of 
Camden,    Philadelphia  and  Wilmington.      There  continues   to  be  a 
threat   to  eliminate  the  McFarland  from  the  Corps  minimum  dredge 
fleet.      The  Dredge  McFARLAND  provides  a  vital   service  to  these 
ports  in  maintaining  the  Delaware  River  channel   along  with  a 
number  of  projects  along  the  East  and  Gulf  Coasts.      In  recent 
years  it  has  responded  to  emergency  and  national   defense 
dredging.      These  assignments  resulted  in  opening  ports  on  short 
notice.      They  could  not  have  been  accomplished  without   the 
participation  of  the  Corps'  minimum  dredge  fleet. 

Before  we  leave,   we  wish  to  express  our  opposition  to  the  current 
Administrative  proposals  to  reduce  the  role  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  its  traditional  role  in  other  water  related 
projects .      While   the  Joint  Executive  Committee  is  focused  on  deep 
draft  navigation,    the  Corps'   flood  control   and  beach  erosion 
mission  and  its  maintenance  of  small   commercial  harbors  vital   to 
our  region's  commercial  fishing  industry  should  be  continued.     We 
ask  your  help  in  sustaining  these  vital   Corps  missions. 
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Mr.  Ives.  I  would  like  to  introduce  John  Maier,  of  the  South  Jer- 
sey Port  Corporation. 

Mr.  Maier.  I  thank  you  very  much. 

I  was  asked  specifically  by  our  board  of  directors  to  appeal  to  you 
to  continue  support  for  the  Salem  Navigation  Project.  Two  years 
ago,  the  State  of  New  Jersey  asked  our  board  to  take  over  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Port  of  Salem.  It  had  a  sorry  record  and  it  is  a  fledg- 
ling port  and  had  never  been  operated  correctly. 

With  the  corporation  managing  the  port,  and  without  any  input 
of  funds,  we  have  turned  the  port  around;  up  to  130  ships  a  year. 
The  amount  of  cargo  export  and  import  going  through  the  port  has 
shown  dramatic  increases,  and  what  needs  to  be  done  is  the  dredg- 
ing project  that  has  been  sought  for  many,  many  years  is  now  in 
the  Corps'  program. 

The  PCA  has  been  signed  and  agreed  to  and  is  about  ready  to 
move,  but  we  need  continual  congressional  support.  The  project  is 
a  total  of  $6,758,000  Federal;  $2.4  million  local.  The  local  is  in 
place.  We  have  shipping  contracts  in  hand  waiting  to  use  the  port 
when  the  depth  goes  from  12  to  16  feet.  So  for  an  area  like  Salem 
County  that  economically  is  hard  hit  with  high  unemployment  and 
the  need  for  some  kind  of  economic  stimulus,  this  project  pays  im- 
mediate dividends  and  will  produce  revenue  and  jobs  for  the  State 
and  the  area.  And  we  appreciate  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Myers  [presiding].  Thank  you,  Mr.  Maier,  for  your  testi- 
mony. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 

NAVIGATION,  FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  WATER  SUPPLY 
PROJECTS  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

WITNESSES 

JOSEPH    T.    GROSSI,    EXECUTIVE    DIRECTOR,    MARITIME    ADVISORY 

COUNCIL  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
BERNARD  J.  MOORE,  ADMINISTRATOR,  DIVISION  OF  ENGINEERING 

AND   CONSTRUCTION,   STATE   DEPARTMENT   OF   ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION,  NEW  JERSEY 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Joseph  Grossi,  Executive  Director,  Maritime  Ad- 
visory Counsel  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Grossi.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  believe  the  State  of  New  Jersey  is  the  next  five  minute  time 
slot.  We  will  move  into  that  at  this  time  for  the  convenience  of  the 
committee. 

Chairman  Myers,  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Mr.  Bevill,  it  is  a  pleasure 
to  appear  before  this  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  great  impor- 
tance to  New  Jersey  and  our  residents.  I  am  Executive  Director  of 
the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Commerce  and  Economic  Develop- 
ments Maritime  Advisory  Council  and  with  me  is  Bemie  Moore, 
Administrator  of  the  Division  of  Engineering  and  Construction  of 
the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection. 

The  testimony  that  we  have  prepared  is  also  coordinated  with 
our  State  Department  of  transportation  and  is  given  on  behalf  of 
the  State  of  New  Jersey. 
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We  are  here  today  to  express  our  support  for  the  Federal  budget 
recommendations  and  to  acknowledge  our  appreciation  for  past 
years'  appropriations.  However,  as  we  outline  our  recommendations 
for  fiscal  year  1996  funding  of  civil  works  projects,  we  believe  a 
number  of  projects  require  mention  and  additional  funding  for 
seven  projects  is  also  warranted. 

These  projects  requiring  additional  funding  denoted  below  in  our 
testimony  by  an  asterisk,  impact  not  only  New  Jersey  but  our 
neighboring  States  of  Delaware,  Pennsylvania  and  New  York.  As 
you  know.  New  Jersey  has  been  moving  ahead  in  a  partnership 
with  the  Federal  Government  outlined  in  the  Water  Resources  De- 
velopment Act  of  1986.  To  enable  the  continuation  of  this  partner- 
ship, we  request  that  the  Congress  reject  the  administration's  pro- 
posed policy  changes  and  thereby  allow  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  En- 
gineers long-standing  commitment  to  civil  works  improvement 
projects  to  continue. 

The  following  project  summary  and  the  appended  project  descrip- 
tion booklet  will  provide  with  you  a  clearer  understanding  of  our 
State's  unique  needs.  We  ask  that  you  carefully  consider  our  re- 
quests for  funding  of  these  projects.  Charts  summarizing  our  rec- 
ommendations are  on  pages  2  and  3  of  this  testimony. 

And  again,  in  the  interest  of  time,  I  would  like  to  request  that 
our  entire  testimony  be  made  part  of  the  record. 

As  every  project  that  I  have  in  my  testimony  has  already  been 
addressed  by  the  congressional  delegation  and  the  representatives 
from  the  Delaware  River  ports,  we  would  be  hearing  shortly  from 
the  Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  I  would  like 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  So  ordered,  those  will  be  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Grossi.  I  would  like  to  conclude  by  saying  that  we  appre- 
ciate the  past  support  of  the  committee  and  ask  you  to  carefully 
consider  the  requests  made  for  funding  in  1996.  These  requests 
have  been  made  with  a  special  eye  towards  the  most  efficient  use 
of  Federal  and  State  funds. 

And  in  closing  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  I  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  once  again  appear  before  this  committee. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  [presiding].  Thank  you,  Mr.  Grossi,  and  Mr. 
Maier,  gentlemen. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

MARITIME  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

ON  BEHALF  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 
FOR  FEDERAL  CIVIL  WORKS  PROJECTS  IN  NEW  JERSEY 

PRESENTED  TO  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  SENATE 

U.S.  HOUSE  OR  REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

MARCH  23,  1995 

ENDORSED  BY: 

BRIDGETON  MUNICIPAL  PORT  AUTHORITY  (NJ) 

DELAWARE  RIVER  AND  BAY  AUTHORITY  (DE,  NJ,  PA) 

DELAWARE  RIVER  PORT  AUTHORITY  (NJ.  PA) 

INTERNATIONAL  UNION  OF  OPERATING  ENGINEERS  -  LOCAL  25 

JOINT  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE  FOR  THE  IMPROVEMENT  OF  THE  DELAWARE  (PA) 

MARITIME  ASSOCIATION  OF  THE  PORT  OF  NEW  YORK/NEW  JERSEY 

MARITIME  EXCHANGE  FOR  THE  DELAWARE  RIVER  AND  BAY  (NJ.PA) 

MARITIME  RESOURCES  COUNCIL  (NJ) 

MARINE  TRADES  ASSOCIATION  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

NATIONAL  DREDGING  ASSOCIATION,  NEW  JERSEY  CHAPTER 

NEW  JERSEY  ALLIANCE  FOR  ACTION 

NEW  JERSEY  MARINE  SCIENCES  CONSORTIUM 

NEW  JERSEY  SHORE  AND  BEACH  PRESERVATION  ASSOCIATION 

NEW  JERSEY  STATE  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 

NEW  JERSEY  STATE  COMMISSION  OF  PILOTAGE 

NEW  YORK  SHIPPING  ASSOCIATION,  INC.  (NY.NJ) 

NEW  YORK-NEW  JERSEY  PORT  PROMOTION  ASSOCIATION 

PENJERDEL  COUNCIL  (PA,  NJ,  DE) 

PERTH  AMBOY  WATERFRONT  COMMITTEE  (NJ) 

PILOT'S  ASSOCIATION  FOR  THE  BAY  AND  RIVER  DELAWARE  (DE.  NJ,  PA) 

PORT  AUTHORITY  OF  NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY 

SAVE  OUR  PORT  COALITION  (NY,  NJ) 

SOUTH  JERSEY  PORT  CORPORATION  (NJ) 

SOUTHERN  NEW  JERSEY  DEVELOPMENT  COUNCIL 

TOWBOAT  AND  HARBOR  CARRIERS  CONFERENCE,  AWO 

UNITED  NEW  JERSEY  SANDY  HOOK  PILOTS  BENEVOLENT  ASSOCIATION 

UNITED  NEW  YORK  SANDY  HOOK  PILOTS  BENEVOLENT  ASSOCIATION 

WATER  RESOURCES  ASSOCIATION 


1062 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you  today  on 
appropriations  of  great  importance  to  New  Jersey  and  our  residents.  I  am  Joseph  T.  Grossi,  Executive 
Director  of  the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Commerce  and  Economic  Development's  Maritime  Advisory 
Council.  Accompanying  me  today  is  Bernard  J.  Moore,  Administrator,  Division  of  Engineering  and 
Construction,  of  the  State  Department  of  Environmental  Protection.  We  are  here  today  to  express  our 
support  for  the  Federal  Budget  Recommendations  and  to  acknowledge  our  appreciation  for  past  years' 
appropriations.  However,  as  we  outline  our  recommendations  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  funding  of  Civil  Worlcs 
Projects,  we  believe  a  number  of  projects  require  mention  and  additional  funding  for  seven  projects  is  also 
warranted.  Those  projects  requiring  additional  funding  (denoted  below  by  an  asterisk)  impact  not  only  New 
Jersey  but  our  neighboring  states  of  Delaware,  Pennsylvania  and  New  Yori(.  Our  requests  total  an 
additional  $7,525,000  and  are  necessary  to  advance  and  continue  projects  and  provkje  for  studies  to 
develop  solutions  to  the  dredged  material  management  predicament  currently  impacting  port  operations. 

As  you  know.  New  Jersey  is  moving  ahead  in  a  partnership  with  the  Federal  government  as  outlined  In  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.  To  enable  the  continuation  of  this  partnership,  we  request  that 
Congress  reject  the  Administration's  proposed  policy  changes  and  thereby  allow  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  long  standing  commitment  to  civil  worths  improvement  projects  to  continue. 

The  following  projects  summary  and  the  appended  project  description  booklet  will  provWe  you  with  a  clearer 
understanding  of  our  state's  unique  needs.  We  ask  that  you  carefully  consider  our  requests  for  funding  of 
these  projects  in  FY'96.  (Charts  summarizing  our  recommendations  are  on  pages  2  and  3  of  this 
testimony.) 

NAVIGATION 

'  Arthur  Kill  Channel.  Howland  Hook  Marine  Temiinai.  NY  and  NJ  (PE&m 

This  project  includes  deepening  the  existing  35  ft.  channel  to  41  ft.  from  its  confluence  with  the  Kill  Van  Kull 
Channel  to  the  Howland  Hook  Marine  Temninal  in  New  Yoric  and  the  Tosco  Oil  Terminal  in  New  Jersey.  We 
wish  to  support  the  request  by  the  Port  Authority  of  New  Yoric  and  New  Jersey  that  $800,000  is  appropriated 
to  continue  and  accelerate  the  completion  of  the  PE&D  phase  in  FY'96. 

Delaware  River  at  Camden.  NJ  (O&M^ 

This  project  is  located  adjacent  to  the  east  channel  edge  of  the  Delaware  River  project  at  Camden  Marine 
and  Beckett  Street  Terminals  in  Camden,  New  Jersey.  We  are  pleased  to  see  this  project  Included  In  this 
year's  Budget  Request  and  wish  to  express  our  support  for  a  Fiscal  Year  1996  appropriation  of  $850,000  for 
the  Operation  and  Maintenance  of  this  channel. 

Delaware  River.  Philadelphia  to  the  Sea.  PA.  NJ  and  DE  (O&M) 

The  existing  project  provides  for  a  neariy  100-mile  channel  from  Camden,  New  Jersey  and  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania  to  deepwater  in  Delaware  Bay,  and  six  anchorage  areas.  The  FY'96  Budget  Request  provides 
for  much  needed  continued  maintenance  dredging  throughout  the  project  length.  We  are  pleased  to  see 
$18,157,000  included  in  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  for  this  critically  important  operation  and  maintenance 
channel  project.  Port  facilities  in  three  states  benefit  from  this  project. 

Delaware  River  Main  Channel.  NJ.  PA  and  DE  fPE&D) 

The  project  extends  over  100  miles  from  deepwater  in  the  Delaware  Bay  to  the  Ports  of  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania  and  Camden,  New  Jersey.  Fiscal  Year  1996  funds  will  be  used  to  continue  PE&D, 
environmental  and  economic  studies,  complete  the  ship  simulation  modeling  efforts  and  initiate  preparation 
of  the  draft  Design  Memorandum.  We  wish  to  express  support  for  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $780,000  to 
continue  this  PE&D  effort. 

•Kill  Van  Kull  and  Newari^  Bay  Channel.  NY  and  NJ  (Construction) 

The  present  40  ft.  channel  precludes  modem  ocean  voyage  container  ships  from  full  loading.  Substantially 

increased  shipping  costs,  if  allowed  to  continue,  will  discourage  fleets  with  larger  draft  vessels  from  utilizing 

these  facilities.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  now  developing  the  cost  estimates  for  Phase  II  of  the  authorized 

project,  the  deepening  of  the  channel  to  45  feet.    Based  upon  on  eariy  estimate  of  the  project,  the  Port 

Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  is  requesting  that  $2  million  Is  added  in  FYW  to  advance 

construction. 

-1- 
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FEDERAL  gyg  works  appropriations 

FISQHng4f^l99if 


ntojiCT 


BUDCBT 
RBQDXST 


PROJSCT  SPONSOR 
RECOMMENDATION        DIFFERXNCI 


NAVIGATION 

AR-niUR  KnX  CHANNEL.  HOWLAND  HOOK 

MARINE  TERMINAL.  NY  A  NJ  (PEAD) 
DELAWARE  RIVER  MAIN  CHANNEL,  PA,  NJ  A  DE 

(PE&D) 
KQX  VAN  KULL  &  NEWARK  BAY  CHANNELS,  NY  & 

NI(CONSTRUCnON) 
NY  HARBOR  &  ADJACENT  CHANNELS, 

CLAREMONT  CHANNEL,  NJ  (PE&D) 
NY  HARBOR  &  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  PORT 

JERSEY  CHANNEL,  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 
NY  HARBOR  ANCHORAGE  AREAS,  NY  A  NJ  (STUDY) 
NY  HARBOR  A  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  RARTTAN 

BAY  ANCHORAGE.  NY  A  NJ  (STUDY) 
NY  HARBOR  COLLECTION  A  REMOVAL  OF  DRIFT, 

NY  A  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 
SALEM  RIVER,  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 
WJLD.A.  92,  SECTION  326,  NY  BIGHT 

HYDRO-ENVIRONMENTAL  STUDY  (STUDY) 
WJLD.A.  92.  SECTION  405,  SEDIMENTS 

DECONTAMINATION  TECHNOLOGIES  (STUDY) 


400.000 

800.000 

400.00 

780.000 

780.000 

-0- 

-0- 

2.000.000 

2.O0O.00 

400.000 

400.000 

-0- 

550.000 

550.000 

-0- 

100.000 

100.000 

-0- 

100.000 
3,576.000 


100,000 


100,000 
3,576,000 


1,000,000 
3,000,000 


1.000.000 
3.000.000 


CATEGORY  SUBTOTAL 

S6.006.000 

$12,406,000 

$6,400,000 

FLOOD  CONTROIVFLOOD  DAMAGE 
PROTECTION 

LOWER  SADDLE  RTVER,  NJ  (PEAD) 

963.000 

963.000 

-0- 

MOLLY  ANN'S  BROOK  AT  HALEDON.  PROSPECT- 
PARK  AND  PATERSON.  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 

3.750.000 

3.750.000 

■0- 

RAMAPO  RTVER  AT  OAKLAND.  NJ  (PEAD) 

70,000 

70.000 

-0- 

RARTTAN  RTVER  BASIN.  GREEN  BROOK 
SUB-BASIN.  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 

3.600,000 

3.600.000 

-0- 

RARTTAN  RTVER  BASIN,  SOUTH  RIVER.  NJ  (STUDY) 

25,000 

300.000 

275.000 

STONY  BROOK,  PRINCETON.  NJ  (STUDY) 

250,000 

250.000 

-0- 

CATEGORY  SUBTOTAL 

$8,658,000 

$8,933,000 

$275,000 

PLAf(NINGA§§ISTAN<;:E 

SECTION  22.  Pi.  93-251  (STUDY) 

-0- 

300.000 

300.000 

CATEGORY  SUBTOTAL 
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FEDERAL  CIVIL  HVRSS APPROPRUTIONS 


PROJKCT  SPONSOR 
KECOMMENDAHON       DIFFERENCE 


SPORE  f RQTgCTIQH/BPACH  PRQSIQH 

BARNEGAT  INLET  TO  LTITLE  EGG  INLET.  NI 
(STUDY) 

BRIGANTINE  INLET  TO  GREAT  EGG  HARBOR,  NJ 

(STUDY) 
DELAWARE  BAY  COASTLINE,  DE  &  NJ  (STUDY) 
OlEAT  EGG  INI^T  TO  TOWNSEND  INLET.  NJ 

(STUDY) 
LOWER  CAPE  MAY  MEADOWS.  CAPE  MAY  POINT, 

NJ  (STUDY) 
MANASQUAN  INLET  TO  BARNEGAT  INLET,  NJ 

(STUDY) 
RARTTAN  BAY  &  SANDY  HOOK  BAY,  NJ  (STUDY) 
RARTTAN  BAY  &  SANDY  HCX)K  BAY,  CLIFFWOOD 

BEAOt  NJ  (PE&D) 
SANDY  HOOK  TO  BARNEGAT  INLET.  NJ 

(CONSTRUCTION) 
TOWNSEND  INLET  TO  CAPE  MAY  INLET,  NJ 

(STUDY) 


SSO.O0O 


115,000 

115.000 

880,000 

880.000 

290.000 

290.000 

330.000 

350,000 

290.000 

290.000 

620.000 

620.000 

52,000 

52.000 

15,700,000 

15.700.000 

80,000 

80.000 

$18,377,000 

$18,927,000 

1,455,000 

1.455.000 

2,590,000 

2,590,000 

485,000 

485,000 

850,000 

850,000 

18.157.000 

18,157,000 

1,255,000 

1,255,000 

3,729,000 

3,729,000 

CA  TEGORY  SUBTOTAL 
OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

BARNEGAT  INLET,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
CHEESEQUAKE  CREEK,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
(X)LD  SPRING  INLET,  NJ  (SHORE  PROTECTION) 
DELAWARE  RIVER  AT  CAMDEN,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
DELAWARE  RIVER,  PHILADELPIflA  TO  THE  SEA,  NJ, 

PA  &  DE  (NAVIGATION) 
DELAWARE  RIVER.  PHILADELPIflA.  PA  TO 

TRENTON,  NJ  (NAVKjATION) 
NJ  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
NEW  YORK  &  NEW  JERSEY  CHANNELS,  NJ 

(NAVIGATION) 
NEW  YORK  HARBOR  DRIFT  REMOVAL.  NY  &  NJ 

(NAVIGATION) 
PROMPTON  LAKE.  PA  (FLOOD  CONTROL) 
SALEM  RIVER.  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
SHARK  RIVER,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
TOMS  RIVER,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
FRANCIS  E.  WALTER  DAM  PA  (FLOOD  CONTROL) 


4,886,000 

4.886,000 

463,000 

463,000 

410,000 

410,000 

1,190,000 

1,190,000 

290.000 

290,000 

675,000 

675,000 

CA  TEGORY  SUBTOTAL 


36,640,000 


GRAND  TOTAL 


$69,68M)00 


$77,206,000 


tjjmm\ 


3- 
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New  YofH  Hartwr  and  Adjacent  Channels.  Claremont  Channel.  NJ  rPE&D^ 

Claremont  Channel  is  a  non-federal  channel  with  an  average  depth  of  27  ft.  While  authorized  for 
construction  to  a  depth  of  42  ft.,  the  modified  project  will  provide  improved  shipping  economies  with  a  34  ft. 
deep  channel.  The  principal  users  of  the  channel  are  scrap  metal  dealers  exporting  an  average  of  675,000 
tons  annually.  We  wish  to  support  the  FV96  Budget  Request  of  $400,000  to  complete  the  PE4D  necessary 
to  advance  the  construction  phase  of  this  improvement  In  FY'67. 

New  Yori^  Hartwr  and  Adjacent  Channels.  Port  Jersey  Channel.  NJ  (Construction) 

The  Port  Jersey  Channel  serves  13  shipping  lines  at  the  Global  Marine  Terminal.  Annually,  this  facility 
handles  300  ships  and  over  100  barge  arrivals.  As  a  privately-owned  terminal,  Global  pays  nearty  $4  million 
in  federal,  State  and  local  taxes  annually.  Presently,  the  initiation  of  Plans  and  Specifications  and  the  final 
General  Design  Memorandum  have  been  delayed  by  newly-adopted  sediments  testing  criteria.  Federal, 
State  and  local  interests  are  wortdng  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  address  disposal  issues  on  a  hartx)r- 
wide  basis.  Therefore,  we  support  the  federal  Budget  Recommendation  of  $550,00  for  this  project. 

gfligm  RiYgr.  NJ  (ggn?tmc<i(?n) 

We  wish  to  support  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $3,576,000  to  continue  construction  for 
deepening  of  the  existing  project  to  16  ft.  This  facility  is  important  to  commerce  and  the  economy  of  the 
entire  South  Jersey  region,  and  presently  ranks  as  the  38th  largest  export  port  in  the  United  States.  Over 
the  last  year,  100  ships  have  docked  at  the  Port  of  Salem  and  the  adjacent  Mid-Atlantic  Terminal,  and 
additional  trade  routes  are  being  developed  in  anticipation  of  the  deepened  channel.  The  State  of  New 
Jersey  supports  this  project. 

'W.R.D.A.  of  1992.  Section  326.  NY  Bloht.  Hvdro-environmental  Study  fStudv) 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1 992  authorizes  $1  million  to  provide  data  on  movements  and 
sources  of  water  and  sediment  pollution.  This  project  is  needed  to  ensure  the  proper  management  of 
dredged  material  and  its  disposal,  which  is  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  the  port's  navigation  projects. 
Therefore,  we  request  that  $1  million  is  appropriated  to  advance  the  schedule  for  completion  and  provide 
this  much  needed  tool  for  understanding  sediment  contaminant  loading(s)  for  the  management  and  disposal 
of  dredged  material  from  the  New  York/New  Jersey  Hartx)r. 

•yV.RDA.  of  1992,  Section  405.  Sediments  Decontamination  Technologies  (Study) 
The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1 992  authorized  $5  million  for  exploring  methods  of  sediment 
decontamination  and  its  practical  use  in  managing  dredged  materials.  This  Corps  and  EPA  effort  has 
investigated  a  number  of  promising  technologies,  all  of  which  require  additional  study.  Continuation  of  this 
demonstration  project  is  essential  to  channel  maintenance  and  can  serve  as  a  model  for  use  throughout  the 
country.  Port  and  regional  environmental  organizations  are  woricing  together  to  promote  this  project.  We 
request  that  $3  million  is  appropriated  to  continue  this  vital  program. 

FLQOD  QOf^THOUflOOD  QAMAGE  PHOTECyON 

Lower  Saddle  River.  NJ  (PE&D) 

Major  flooding  of  the  Saddle  River  affects  over  2.500  recreational,  commercial  and  industrial 
establishments.  These  project  Improvements  would  provide  protection  against  a  major  flood  and  would 
eliminate  over  $6  million  of  annual  flood  damage.  We  vnsh  to  express  support  for  the  FY'96  Budget 
Request  of  $963,000  to  continue  the  PE&D  effort  and  advance  this  project  to  an  FY'97  construction  start. 

Molly  Ann's  Brook.  NJ  (Construction) 

Major  flooding  in  recent  years  has  adversely  affected  about  520  residential,  commercial  and  industrial 
establishments  in  the  100-year  flood  plain.  This  project  is  authorized  for  constnjction  under  the  W.R.D.A.  of 
1986.  We  wish  to  support  the  Fr96  Budget  Request  of  $3,750,000  to  continue  the  constojction  phase  of 
this  project. 

Raritan  River  Basin.  Green  Brook  Sub-basin.  NJ  (Constnjction) 

The  Green  Brook  Sub-basin  study  area  drains  approximately  65  square  miles  of  urtsan,  suburban  and 
Industrialized  area.  In  1971,  Hurricane  Doria  caused  more  than  $22  million  in  damage,  while  another  major 
storm  in  1973  contributed  to  six  deaths  and  over  $25  million  in  damages.  This  project  Is  needed  to  prevent 
loss  of  life  and  property,  and  we  wish  to  support  the  Budget  Request  for  this  project  in  FY'96  of  $3,600,000 
to  advance  the  construction  phase. 
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*Raritan  River  Basin.  South  River.  NJ  (Study) 

Recent  stonms  have  caused  extensive  damage  to  residential  and  commercial  properties  in  Sayreville  and 
South  River,  New  Jersey.  The  December  1992  stomi  caused  damages  of  $6,100,000  in  the  Basin.  The 
funds  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to  complete  the  reconnaissance  report,  negotiate  a 
feasibility  cost-sharing  agreement  and  develop  an  initial  project  management  plan.  We  request  that 
$300,000  is  appropriated  in  FY'96  to  complete  the  reconnaissance  report  and  advance  this  project  into  the 
feasibility  phase. 

PLANNING  ASSISTANCE 

'Section  22.  P.L.  93-251.  Study.  NJ  (Study) 

This  project  provides  planning  assistance  to  states  to  perform  engineering  evaluations  of  water  resources 
problems.  There  are  several  planning  projects  for  which  we  wish  to  request  funds  in  FY'96  through  this 
program.  The  funds  requested  for  these  proposed  studies  are  $  300,000  and  the  State  of  New  Jersey  is 
prepared  to  financially  participate. 

SHORE  PROTECTION/BEACH  EROSION 

*BameQat  Inlet  to  Little  Egg  Harbor,  NJ  (Study) 

This  study  will  review  the  existing  beach  erosion/flood  control  projects  to  determine  modifications  necessary 
to  provide  protection.  The  funds  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to  initiate  the  feasibility  phase. 
The  State  of  New  Jersey  wishes  to  request  that  $550,000  is  appropriated  for  this  project  is  Fiscal  Year  1996. 
The  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  has  indicated  their  intent  to  cost  share  this  study. 

Delaware  Bav  Coastline.  NJ  &  DE  (Study) 

The  goal  of  this  study  is  to  provide  information  on  the  long-term  shoreline  changes  which  will  serve  as  a 
basis  for  sound  coastal  planning.  We  wish  to  support  an  appropriation  of  $880,000  in  FY'96  for  this  study. 
New  Jersey  and  Delaware  have  both  expressed  a  willingness  to  cost-share  this  feasibility  phase. 

Man9?qM9n  Ipl^t  to  Parr^egat  Inlet.  NJ  (Study) 

These  studies  are  to  investigate  shore  protection/flood  control  and  water  quality  problems  and  to  determine 
the  effects  of  those  conditions  on  the  coastal  environment.  Fiscal  Year  1996  funds  will  be  used  to  complete 
the  reconnaissance  report,  negotiate  a  feasibility  cost-sharing  agreement  and  develop  an  initial  project 
management  plan  for  the  feasibility  study  phase.  We  wish  to  support  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of 
$290,000  for  this  study. 

Raritan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bav.  NJ  (Study) 

This  storm  damage  protection  study  is  beneficial  to  coastal  Bayshore  communities  not  presently  protected 
from  storm  inundation,  wave  attack  and  coastal  erosion.  We  wrish  to  support  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of 
$620,000  to  continue  the  feasibility  study  phase,  including  engineering,  economic  and  environmental 
Investigations  for  Port  Monmouth,  Leonardo  and  Union  Beach. 

$9ndY  Hopk  to  Bameqat  Inlet,  NJ  (Construction) 

Erosion  and  storms  have  seriously  reduced  the  width  of  most  beaches  in  the  study  area  with  exposure  of  the 
shore  to  storm  damage.  The  State  of  New  Jersey  has  stated  its  support  for  this  project  and  we  wish  to 
support  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $15,700,000  for  this  project.  This  funding  will  continue  the 
constmction  phase  of  this  improvement. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Under  the  category  of  Operation  and  Maintenance,  we  support  the  Administration's  Budget 
Recommendation  of  $36,640,000  for  14  civil  worths  projects  which  impact  New  Jersey  and  our  regional  area. 
These  projects  are  critical  to  the  competitiveness  of  our  ports,  tourism  industry,  water  supply,  flood  control 
and  the  safety  of  our  citizens. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  past  support  of  this  subcommittee  and  ask  you  to  carefully  consider  the 
requests  made  for  funding  in  FY'96.  These  requests  have  been  made  with  a  special  eye  toward  the  most 
efficient  use  of  both  Federal  and  State  funds.  In  closing,  on  half  of  New  Jersey  I  wish  to  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  this  Subcommittee. 
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MAIUTIME  ADVISORY 
COUNCIL  AFFILIATE 
ORGANIZATIONS 


Authority 
International  Union  Of 


Joint  Executive  ( 

ForThelmpix 

Of  The  Del 


The  DelaMrare  River  And  Bay 


Maritime  Resource  Coundl 
New  Jersey  Alliance 


New  York  Shipping 
Association,  Inc. 

PENjnUJa  Coundl 

Perth  Ainboy 
Waterfront  Committee 


United  New  York  And 
New  Jeraey  Sandy  Hook 


MARITIME  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

New  Jersey  Department  of  Commerce  A  Economic  Development 

20  West  State  Street,  CN  823 

Trenton,  New  Jersey  08625-0823 

(609)  292163S 

John  L  BuzzL  Ph.D,.  P.E  Joseph  T.  GrossI 

Executive  Director 


March  23, 1995 


Dear  Members  of  the  United  States  Congress: 

New  Jersey  relies  heavily  on  waterfront  and  coastal  commerce  to  maintain  its 
healthy  economy.  New  Jersey's  deepdraft  commercial  waterways  handle  in 
excess  a  quarter  billion  tons  of  cargo  a  year,  producing  more  than  SI  billion 
in  customs  revenue  for  the  Federal  Government  In  addition  to  our  ports, 
our  inland  waterways  and  rivers  are  equally  important  for  our  commerce 
and  recreation.  We  need  the  Corps  of  Engineer's  participation  in 
maintenance  of  these  channels  to  ensure  navigational  safety  and  to 
accommodate  today's  larger  vessels. 

In  New  Jersey,  shore  protection  and  flood  control  projects  are  critically 
important  to  the  economy  of  our  state.  They  provide  protection  to  the 
infrastructure  and  reduce  damages  from  coastal  storms.  Small  flood  control 
projects  are  also  important  to  the  economic  base  of  rural  and  urban  areas 
which  we  are  trying  to  protect. 

The  Maritime  Advisory  Council  of  New  Jersey  supports  these  important 
projects  and  has  given  careful  review  to  capital  improvemiuts  In  iiJi^g<itluu, 
flood  control,  shore  protection  and  water  supply  efforts.  We  ask  that  you 
carefully  consider  our  requests  for  funding  in  FY'96.  New  Jersey  is  moving 
ahead  in  a  partnership  with  the  Federal  Government  as  outlined  in  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.  To  enable  the  continuation  of 
this  partnership,  we  request  that  Congress  reject  the  administration's 
proposed  policy  changes  and  thereby  allow  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  long  standing  commitment  to  civil  works  improvement  projects  to 
continue. 


Sincerely, 

John  L.  Buzzi,  Ph.D.,  P.E. 
Chairman 

Maritime  Advisory  Council 
of  New  Jersey 
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SUMMARY  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

FEDERAL  CIVIL  WORKS  APPROPRIATIONS 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


NAVIGATION 

ARTHUR  KILL  CHANNEU  HOWLAND  HOOK  MARINE 

TERMINAL.  NY  &  NJ  (PE«D) 
DELAWARE  RIVER  MAIN  CHANNEL  PA,  NJ  &  DE  (PE&D) 
KILL  VAN  KULL&  NEWARK  BAY  CHANNELS.  NY  &  NJ 

(CONSTRUCTION) 
NY  HARBOR  A  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  CLAREMONT 

CHANNEL  NJ(PE4D) 
NY  HARBOR  &  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  PORT  JERSEY 

CHANNEL  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 
NY  HARBOR  &  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  RARITAN  BAY 

ANCHORAGE,  NY  &  NJ  (STUDY) 
NY  HARBOR  ANCHORAGE  AREAS,  NY  (STUDY) 
NY  HARBOR  COLLECTION  &  REMOVAL  OF  DRIFT,  NY  &  NJ 

(CONSTRUCTION) 
SALEM  RIVER.  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 
WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1992, 

SECTION  326,  NY  BIGHT,  HYDRO-ENVIRONMENTAL  STUDY  (STUDY) 
WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1992, 

SECTION  405.  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT  (STUDY) 

CATEGORY     SUBTOTAL 


800,000 

1 

780,000 

.000,000 

400,000 

550,000 

100,000 

„ 

100,000 

13 

100,000 

15 

},576,000 

17 

FLOOD  CONTROIVFLOOD  DAMAGE  PROTECTION 

LOWER  SADDLE  RTVER,  NJ  (PE&D) 

MOLLY  ANN'S  BROOK  AT  HALEDON,  PROSPECT  PARK  & 

PATERSON,  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 
RAMAPO  RIVER  AT  OAKLAND,  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION)  "    " 

RARITAN  RIVER  BASIN,  GREEN  BROOK  SUB-BASIN,  NJ  (PE&D) 
RARTTAN  RIVER  BASIN,  SOUTH  RIVER.  NJ  (STUDY) 
STONY  BROOK.  PRINCETON  TOWNSHIP,  NJ  (STUDY) 


963,000 

3.750.000 

70.000 

3,600.000 


CATEGORY     SUBTOTAL 


:  PROTECTION/BEACH  EROSION 
BARNEGAT  INLET  TO  LITTLE  EGG  INLET.  NJ  (STUDY) 
BRIGANTINE  INLET  TO  GREAT  EGG  HARBOR  NJ  (STUDY) 
DELAWARE  BAY  COASTLINE,  DE  &  NJ  (STUDY) 
GREAT  EGG  INLET  TO  TOWNSEND  INLET,  NJ  (STUDY) 
LOWER  CAPE  MAY  MEADOWS.  CAPE  MAY  POINT.  NJ  (STUDY) 
MANASQUAN  INLET  TO  BARNEGAT  INLET.  NJ  (STUDY) 
RARTTAN  BAY  &  SANDY  HOOK  BAY.  NJ  (STUDY) 

RARITAN  BAY  &  SANDY  HOOK  BAY.  CLIFFWOOD  BEACa  NJ  (STUDY) 
SANDY  HOOK  TO  BARNEGAT  INLET.  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 
TOWNSEND  INLET  TO  CAPE  MAY  INLET,  NJ  (STUDY) 
CATEGORY    SUBTOTAL 


550,000 

35 

115,000 

37 

880,000 

39 

290,000 

41 

350,000 

43 

290,000 

45 

620,000 

47 

52,000 

49 

15,700,000 

51 
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SUMMARY  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

FEDERAL  CIVIL  WORKS APPROPRMTIONS 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


PROJECT  SPONSOR 
RECOMMENDATION 


PLANNING  ASSISTANCE 
SECTION  22,  P.L.  93-251  (STUDY) 


CATEGORY     SUBTOTAL 


OPERATIONS  AND  MAIfJTENANCji: 

BARNEGAT  INLET,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

CHEESEQUAKE  CREEK.  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

COLD  SPRING  INLET,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

DELAWARE  RIVER  AT  CAMDEN,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

DELAWARE  RIVER.  PHILADELPHIA  TO  THE  SEA,  NJ,  PA  &  DE 

(NAVIGATION) 
DELAWARE  RIVER.  PHILADELPHIA.  PA  TO  TRENTON,  NJ 

(NAVIGATION) 
NEW  JERSEY  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
NEW  YORK  &  NEW  JERSEY  CHANNELS,  NY  (NAVIGATION) 
NEW  YORK  HARBOR.  DRIFT  REMOVAL.  NY  &  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
PROMPTON  LAKE,  PA  (FLOOD  CONTROL  &  WATER  SUPPLY) 
SALEM  RIVER,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
SHARK  RIVER.  NJ  (NAVIGATION 
TOMS  RTVER,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 
FRANCIS  E  WALTER  DAM.  PA  (FLOOD  CONTROL  &  WATER  SUPPLY) 


1.455,000 

2,590.000 

485,000 

850.000 

18,157,000 

1,255,000 

3,729,000 
205,000 

4,886,000 
463,000 
410,000 

1,190,000 
290,000 
675,000 


CATEGORY     SUBTOTAL 


GRAND  TOTAL 
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ARTHUR  KILL  CHANNEL,  HOWLAND  HOOK,  NY  &  N J  (PE&D) 

DELAWARE  RTVER,  MAIN  CHANNEL,  NJ,  PA  &  DE  (PE&D) 

KILL  VAN  KULL  AND  NEWARK  BAY  CHANNELS,  NY  &  N J  (CONSTRUCTION) 

NY  HARBOR  AND  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  CLAREMONT  CHANNEL,  NJ  (PE&D) 


NY  HARBOR  AND  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  PORT  JERSEY  CHANNEL,  NJ 
(CONSTRUCTION) 


NY  HARBOR  AND  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  RARITAN  BAY  ANCHORAGE 
AREAS,  NY  &  NJ  (STUDY) 


NY  HARBOR  ANCHORAGE  AREAS  (STUDY) 

NY  HARBOR  COLLECTION  AND  REMOVAL  OF  DRIFT,  NY  &  N J  (CONSTRUCTION) 

SALEM  RIVER,  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 


1V.R.D.A.  OF  1992,  SECTION  326,  NY  BIGHT,  HYDRO-ENVIRONMENTAL  STUDY 
(STUDY) 


W.R.DA.  OF  1992,  SECTION  405,  SEDIMENT  DECONTAMINATION 
TECHNOLOGIES  STUDY  (STUDY) 
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ARTHUR  KILL  CHANNEL,  HOWLAND  HOOK  MARINE  TERMINAL 

NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY 

(PRECONSTRUCTION  ENGINEERING  AND  DESIGN) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $400,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $800,000 


Project  Description 

The  project  area  is  located  along  the  Arthur  Kill  Channel  from  its  confluence  with  the  Kill  Van 
Kull  Channel  southwesterly  to  the  Tosco  Oil  Terminal  and  Petroport  facilities,  in  New  Jersey  and 
New  York.  This  channel  improvement  will  include  deepening  of  the  existing  35  ft.  channel  to  41 
ft  from  its  confluence  with  the  Kill  Van  Kull  Channel  to  the  Rowland  Hook  Marine  Terminal  and 
40  feet  MLW  from  Rowland  Hook  Marine  Terminal  to  the  Tosco  Oil  Terminal  in  New  Jersey. 
Also  included  are  selected  widening  and  realignments  of  the  channel  in  the  interest  of  navigational 
safety.  This  project  was  authorized  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  is  currently  negotiating  with  a  potential  deep- 
draft  tenant  for  the  Rowland  Rook  Marine  Terminal  and  they  anticipate  a  lease  with  a  tenant  in 
the  near  ftiture.  The  Port  Authority  has  indicated  their  support  for  the  resumption/completion  of 
the  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  phase  of  this  project. 

We  wish  to  support  the  Port  Authority's  request  that  $400,000  be  added  to  the  President's 
Budget  Request  of  $4Q9',0(X)  fef  this  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  effort.  An 
appropriation  of  $800,000  will  allow  the  continuation  and  accelerate  the  completion  of  the 
PE&D  phase  in  FY'96,  including  testing  and  sediment  disposal  studies 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  -  MAIN  CHANNEL 

NEW  JERSEY,  PENNSYLVANLV  AND  DELAWARE 

(PRECONSTRUCTION  ENGINEERING  AND  DESIGN) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $780,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $780,000 


Project  Description 

The  Delaware  River  Navigation  System  includes  six  deep-draft  navigation  projects  serving  the 
Ports  of  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania;  Camden,  New  Jersey;  Trenton,  New  Jersey;  and  Wilmington, 
Delaware.  These  ports  collectively  transport  more  than  1 14  million  tons  of  cargo  annually, 
support  nearly  100,000  jobs,  and  provide  a  much  needed  economic  stimulus  to  the  entire  region. 
This  system  also  serves  naval  vessels  at  the  Philadelphia  Naval  Base  Current  Delaware  River 
Channel  depths  of  40  ft.  are  inadequate  to  efficiently  handle  existing  bulk  commodity  vessels.  A 
draft  interim  feasibility  report  recommends  deepening  the  existing  40  ft.  project  to  45  ft.,  widening 
bends,  and  anchorage  deepening  of  the  105  miles  of  channel  length;  approximately  85  miles  will 
require  dredging.  (This  is  approximately  25  miles  of  additional  dredging  over  the  60  miles  of 
channel  already  dredged.)  This  project  extends  over  105  miles  fi^om  deep  water  in  Delaware  Bay 
to  the  Ports  of  Philadelphia  and  Camden,  New  Jersey. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  are  being  used  to  continue  preconstruction  and  design  engineering, 
environmental  and  economic  studies,  complete  the  ship  simulation  modeling  efforts  and  initiate 
preparation  of  the  draft  Memorandum  and  appropriate  NEPA  doctimefits-  Fiscal  ''I'ear  1996  funds 
will  be  used  to  complete  the  Design  Memorandum  and  the  appropriate  NEPA  documents,  and 
initiate  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications.  This  preconstruction  engineering  and  design 
effort  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  December  1996. 

We  wish  to  support  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $780,000  to  continue  the  preconstmction 
engineering  and  design  phase  of  a  45  ft.  deep  main  channel.  Local  interests  are  convinced  of  the 
merits  of  this  project,  and  the  Delaware  River  Port  Authority  has  identified  themselves  as  the 
sponsor  for  cost-sharing. 
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KILL  VAN  KULL  AND  NEWARK  BAY  CHANNEL 

NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY 

(CONSTRUCTION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $         -0- 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $  2,000,000 


Project  Description 

This  navigation  project,  as  authorized,  deepened  the  existing  35ft.  channels  in  the  Kill  Van  Kull 
and  Newark  Bay  to  40  ft.  below  mean  low  water  (MLW).  The  project  serves  Port 
Newark/Elizabeth  Marine  Terminals  with  several  widening  and  a  turning  basin.  The  work  covers 
Staten  Island,  New  York;  and  Jersey  City,  Bayonne,  Elizabeth  and  Newark,  New  Jersey 

The  Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  the  local  cooperating  agency  for  this  project, 
agreed  to  take  construction  in  stages,  with  the  first  phase  to  40  ft.  This  project  benefits  Port 
Newark/Elizabeth  which,  together,  comprise  the  nation's  largest  container  port. 

The  present  40  ft.  channel  precludes  modem  ocean  voyage  container  ships  from  fiall  loading. 
Substantially  increased  shipping  costs,  if  allowed  to  continue,  will  discourage  fleets  with  larger 
draft  vessels  from  utilizing  these  facilities 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  Kill  Van  Kull  and  Newark  Bay  Channels  deepening  project  was  authorized  for  construction 
Jm 4bg  -RiscaLYear  1985  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act  (P.L.  99-98)  and  the  Water  KIRj'Ofn'ilt'ii   ""  " 
Development  Act  of  1986  (P.L.  99-662).   The  Port  Authority  is  providing  local  cooperation  and 
the  non-federal  share  of  this  project. 

With  the  deepening  of  the  channels  to  40  ft.  complete,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  now  developing 
the  cost  estimates  for  Phase  II  of  the  authorized  project,  the  deepening  of  the  channel  to  45  feet. 
Based  upon  on  early  estimate  of  the  project  and  schedule,  the  Port  Authority  of  New  York  & 
New  Jersey  is  requesting  that  $  2  million  be  added  in  FY'96  to  advance  the  Phase  IT  construction 
of  this  project  to  45  feet.  We  wish  to  express  support  for  this  request. 
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NEW  YORK  HARBOR  AND  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  CLAREMONT  CHANNEL 

NEW  JERSEY 

(PRECONSTRUCTION  ENGINEERING  AND  DESIGN) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $400,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $400,000 


Project  Description 

The  Claremont  Terminal  Channel  is  located  in  New  York  Harbor  in  Hudson  County,  New  Jersey. 
The  channel  is  a  privately  maintained  channel,  27  feet  deep,  extending  northwesterly 
approximately  10,000  feet  from  the  Anchorage  Channel  to  the  head  of  navigation.  Vessels  using 
Claremont  must  load  to  less  than  their  capacity  and  then  complete  their  loading  in  deeper 
channels,  incurring  increased  costs  and  time  delays  in  port.  The  principal  users  of  the  channel  are 
scrap  metal  dealers  exporting  an  average  of  675,000  tons  annually. 

Claremont  Channel  is  presently  a  non-federal  channel  at  an  average  depth  of  27  ft.  MLW  located 
just  north  of  the  Port  Jersey  Channel.  A  project  to  deepen  Claremont  Channel  to  42  ft.  MLW  was 
authorized  for  construction  subject  to  a  favorable  report  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  (PL.  99-662).  While  authorized  to  42  ft.,  the 
modified  project  will  provide  adequate  shipping  economies  with  a  34  ft.  channel. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

Local  interests  desire  a  deeper  channel  to  better  accommodate  vessels  used  to  export  scrap  metals 
and  transship  crushed  stone.  Deepening  will  increase  ti  angpcrtBtiBiMwfli oteaey  by  reducing  the 
costs  of  topping  off"  vessels  and  waiting  for  favorable  tides.  Local  interests  also  believe  that 
greater  channel  depths  will  increase  safety  be  permitting  vessels  to  operate  with  more  desirable 
clearances. 

Based  upon  newly-adopted  environmental  criteria  of  sediments  at  this  project  site,  there  are 
indications  that  the  sediment  may  now  be  unsuitable  for  ocean  disposal.  Federal,  State  and  local 
interests  are  working  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  address  disposal  issues  on  a  harbor-wide 


We  wish  to  support  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $400,000  to  complete  the  preconstruction 
engineering  and  design  work  for  improvements  to  the  Claremont  Channel.  These  fiinds  will  be 
used  to  complete  economic  analyses,  environmental  and  engineering  work,  testing  of  dredged 
material,  begin  plans  and  specifications  and  the  General  Design  Memorandum.  This  activity  is 
necessary  to  advance  the  construction  phase  of  this  improvement  in  FY' 97. 
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NEW  YORK  HARBOR  AND  ADJACENT  CHANNELS,  PORT  JERSEY  CHANNEL 

NEW  JERSEY 

(CONSTRUCTION) 


FY'96  PRESroENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $550,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $550,000 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

This  project  will  deepen  a  35  ft.  access  channel  (non-federal)  to  a  41  ft.  channel  (federal), 
providing  a  safe  and  economic  use  of  this  waterway  at  all  stages  of  tide.  The  Port  Jersey  Access 
Channel  presently  serves  the  Global  Marine  Container  Terminal,  which  in  turn  serves  13  shipping 
lines  and  two  slot  carriers.  This  facility  annually  handles  300  ships  ,  100  barge  arrivals  and  over 
200,000  container  units.  Of  the  arriving  vessels,  75  percent  had  design  drafts  too  deep  for  the 
channel,  with  a  third  actually  loaded  to  drafts  necessitating  delays  awaiting  high  tide.  More  than 
300  terminal  employees,  with  an  annual  payroll  of  over  $21  million,  as  well  as  another  120 
contract  workers,  depend  upon  this  facility  for  their  livelihood.  As  a  privately-owned  terminal. 
Global  also  pays  nearly  $4.0  million  in  federal.  State  and  local  taxes  annually. 

Also  served  by  this  channel  is  the  U.  S.  Army  Military  Ocean  Terminal  facility  and  the  Port 
Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  Auto  Marine  Terminal.  This  improvement  was 
authorized  by  the  Water  Resource  Development  Act  of  1986. 

•  Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

TbeJUtv«fc«£Ahi/».facility  is  critically  dependent  upon  a  channel  of  at  least  40  ft.  deep,  so  thatiT^ 
may  remain  competitive  with  other  container  terminals  served  by  waterways  of  this  and  greater 
depths  Presently,  the  initiation  of  Plans  and  Specifications  and  the  final  General  Design 
Memorandum  have  been  delayed  by  newly-adopted  sediments  testing  criteria.  Federal,  State  and 
local  interests  are  working  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  address  disposal  issues  on  a  harbor- 
wide  basis 

We  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $550,000  to  be  utilized  to 
resolve  disposal  issues  complete  retesting  of  dredged  material,  complete  the  General  Design 
Memorandum  and  initiate  plans  and  specifications.  The  State  of  New  Jersey  supports  this  project 
and  is  participating  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  developing  the  Project  Cooperating  Agreement 
necessary  to  advance  the  construction  start. 
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NEW  YORK  HARBOR  AND  ADJACENT  CHANNELS 

RARTTAN  BAY  ANCHORAGE  AREAS 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESroENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $100,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $100,000 


Project  Description 

Raritan  Bay  Anchorage  Areas,  a  part  of  the  New  York  Harbor  and  Adjacent  Channels  project, 
include  two  separate  anchorage  areas  to  be  considered  for  navigation  improvements:  Perth  Amber 
and  Sandy  Hook.  Perth  Amboy  anchorage  area,  located  at  the  junction  of  Raritan  River,  Raritan 
Bay  and  Arthur  Kill,  was  authorized  to  depths  ranging  from  255-38  ft.  deep,  a  length  of  one  mile, 
and  a  width  of  1,800  ft.  Sandy  Hook,  due  west  of  the  tip  of  Sandy  Hook  Peninsula  at  the 
entrance  to  the  Main  Ship  Channel,  is  1.4  miles  long  and  1,600  ft.  wide,  but  this  anchorage  was 
never  constructed 

Recent  investigations  verify  that  there  is  a  significant  increase  in  the  number  of  commercial 
navigation  vessels  with  drafts  of  over  40  ft.  and  lengths  of  approximately  1,000  ft.  entering  the 
area.  The  larger  vessels  occupy  more  room  in  the  anchorage  areas,  and  with  the  increased  size, 
the  ships'  maneuverability  decrease,  which  requires  greater  clearances  between  the  vessels.  As 
the  larger  vessels  each  require  more  anchorage  room,  the  existing  anchorage  areas  can 
accommodate  fewer  vessels.  The  overcrowding  and  subsequent  additional  movements  create  a 
great  potential  for  costly  vessel  accidents  and  spills. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation  •««-=««.--.•. 

The  reconnaissance  effort,  consisting  of  the  study  and  subsequent  report,  was  completed  in  March 
1994  revealing  and  recommending  favorable  improvement  alternatives  for  the  Perth  Amboy 
Anchorage.  These  alternatives  will  consist  of  widening  only;  widening  and  enlarging  and  a  third 
alternative  consisting  of  both  widening  and  enlarging  and  dredging. 

This  project  will  help  to  provide  safe  navigation  and  maintain  our  bi-state  port's  productivity  by 
being  able  to  accommodate  vessels  awaiting  movement  to  shore-based  facilities.  We  appreciate 
its  inclusion  in  the  President's  FY'96  Budget  Request.  The  Port  Authority  of  New  York  &  New 
Jersey  has  expressed  support  for  this  study. 
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NEW  YORK  HARBOR  ANCHORAGE  AREAS 

NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESroENTS  BUDGET  REQUEST  $100,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $100,000 


Project  Description 

Within  the  Lowct  and  Upper  New  York  Bays,  three  anchorage's  exist  that  cannot  accommodate 
today's  class  of  ocean-going  cargo  ships  and  tankers.  The  anchorages  were  designed  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  early  1960s  for  a  vessel  averaging  525  ft.  in  overall  length  with  a  draft 
of  30  ft.  Today's  modem  container  ships  are  almost  1,000  ft.  long  with  drafts  of  40  ft.,  therefore 
requiring  additional  space  and  depth  beyond  that  allowed  for  in  the  original  design.  If  the  bi-state 
port  is  to  remain  productive,  it  must  modernize  to  accommodate  today's  larger  vessels. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

Recent  investigations  verify  that  there  is  a  significant  increase  in  vessels  with  drafts  of  40  to  46  ft. 
and  lengths  of  approximately  1,000  ft.  The  larger  vessels  occupy  more  room  in  the  anchorage 
areas,  and  with  the  increased  size,  the  ships'  maneuverability  decreases,  which  requires  a  greater 
clearance  between  the  vessels.  Thus,  the  existing  anchorage  areas  can  accommodate  fewer  ships. 
Vessels  awaiting  a  space  in  the  anchorage  area  can  stay  in  other  sheltered  areas  for  a  limited  time 
before  operating  rules  require  that  they  must  port  and  return  for  anchorage. 


Milftlft  fOW^  p£J?ng;nA«»rc  were  authorized  te  undertake  this  study  under  a  Congressio'r 

adopted  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public  Works  on  December  5,  1980.  This 
project  will  help  to  provide  safe  navigation  and  maintain  our  bi-state  port's  productivity  by  being 
able  to  accommodate  today's  larger  class  of  vessels.  We  appreciate  its  inclusion  in  the  President's 
FY'96  Budget  Request.  These  funds  will  be  utilized  to  advance  the  feasibility  study  phase. 
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NEW  YORK  HARBOR  COLLECTION  AND  REMOVAL  OF  DRIFT 

NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY 

(CONSTRUCTION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $100,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $1 00,000 


Project  Description 

This  project  is  aimed  at  the  removal  of  approximately  2,230  sunken  hulks  and  149  deca3^ng  shore 
structures  that  are  the  source  of  dangerous,  unsightly  and  costly  harbor  drift.  The  corps  of 
Engineers  has  estimated  that  nearly  18,000  commercial,  public  and  recreation  vessels  collide 
annually  with  drift  in  our  port,  causing  damage  to  propellers,  shafts  and  hulls.  In  addition,  annual 
associated  repair  costs  and  other  economic  losses  average  greater  than  $53  million. 

The  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  is  the  non-federal  sponsor  for 
all  work  in  New  York  State.  Local  Cooperation  Agreements  (LCAs)  for  the  East  River  Stapleton 
and  Brooklyn  1  reaches  were  executed  in  December  1979,  July  1983  and  August  1984, 
respectively.  The  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  is  the  non-federal  sponsor 
for  all  work  in  New  Jersey.  LCAs  for  Elizabeth,  Hoboken,  Jersey  City  South,  Weehawken  to 
Edgewater,  and  Bayonne  reaches  were  executed  in  October  1982,  June  1984,  August  1984  and 
April  1986,  respectively.  An  LCA  for  the  Jersey  City  North  reach  was  executed  in  September 
1987  with  the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  and  modified  in  March  1992. 
An  LCA  for  the  Brooklyn  2 A  reach  was  scheduled  to  be  executed  in  June  1994  with  the  New 
York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  project  plan  consists  of  demolition  and  disposal  of  derelict  vessels,  debris  along  the  shores, 
unoccupied  deteriorated  shore  structures  and  repair  of  occupied  deteriorated  structures 
throughout  the  Port  of  New  York  to  reduce  hazards  to  navigation  by  removing  the  potential 
sources  of  drift  at  the  source  and  also  to  restore  the  shores  of  New  York  Harbor  to  fiill  use.  To 
date,  18  construction  contracts  have  been  awarded,  and  all  but  one  are  physically  complete. 

This  project  is  strongly  supported  by  the  States  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  and  the  City  of 
New  Jersey,  all  local  sponsors  of  the  project,  who  in  this  time  of  tight  budgets  are  prepared  to  pay 
their  non-federal  share  of  costs.  Due  to  unanticipated  delays,  this  proposed  fiinding  with 
carryover  fijnds  fi-om  last  Fiscal  Year  is  sufficient  for  this  program.  Therefore,  we  support  an 
appropriation  of  $100,000  for  this  project  in  FY'96. 
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SALEM  RIVER  NEW  JERSEY 
{CONSTRUCTION) 


11^96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  S3^76,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $3^76,000 


Project  Description 

This  project  is  a  tributary  of  the  Delaware  River  located  in  Salem  County,  New  Jersey.  The 
existing  12  ft.  deep  federal  project  varies  in  width  from  100  ft.  to  ISO  ft.  and  provides  for  an 
entrance  channel  from  the  Delaware  River  to  a  fixed  highway  bridge  in  Salem,  New  Jersey,  a 
distance  of  about  five  miles.  These  dimensions  do  not  provide  adequate  depths  or  widths  to 
permit  efficient  transit  of  vessels  calling  at  the  Port  of  Salem.  This  necessitates  the  use  of  costly 
shipping  practices,  including  lightloading,  waiting  for  high  tides  and  the  use  of  smaller  sMps  that 
terndnal  ftualities  can  accommodate.  The  problem  is  e>q)ected  to  worsen  as  the  commercial 
navigation  fleet  expands.  The  plan  of  improvement  was  formulated  in  an  Interim  Feasibility 
Report  to  the  Delaware  River  Comprehensive  Navigation  Study. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  found  no  significant  impact,  and  a  Section  401  water  quality 
certificate  will  be  obtained  from  the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  prior  to 
construction. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

We  wish  to  support  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $3,576,000  to  continue  construction 
for  deepening  of  the  existing  project  to  16  ft.  MLW,  widening  to  180  ft.,  providing  a  turning  basin 
and  to  effectuate  a  channel  realignment  to  increase  vertical  clearance  under  a  powerline  and 
minimize  dredging  costs. 

This  facility  is  important  to  commerce  and  to  the  economy  of  the  entire  South  Jersey  region,  and 
presently  ranks  as  the  38th  largest  export  port  in  the  United  States.  Not  only  will  the  deepening 
of  this  channel  allow  for  larger  vessels  and  new  job  opportunities,  but  there  will  be  an  increase  in 
landside  public/private  investment  from  the  beneficiaries.  Over  the  last  year,  100  ships  have 
docked  at  the  Port  of  Salem  and  the  adjacent  Mid-Atlantic  Terminal,  and  additional  trade  routes 
are  being  developed  in  anticipation  of  the  deepened  channel. 

The  total  cost  is  approximately  $  9, 160,000.  To  date,  the  Design  Memorandum  and  the  plans  and 
specifications  have  been  completed.  Also,  the  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  is  currently  under 
review  and  the  Sponsor  has  initiated  Real  Estate  Acquisition. 
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WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1992 

SECTION  326,  NEW  YORK  BIGHT,  HYDRO-ENVIRONMENTAL  STUDY 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  REQUEST  $        -0- 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $1,000,000 


Project  Description 

As  a  continuation  of  the  study  pursuant  to  Section  728  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act 
of  1986,  the  Secretary  shall  study  an  HYDRO-environmental- monitoring  and  information  system 
in  the  New  York  Bight  and  New  York  Harbor  and  tributaries  to  the  head  of  tide,  in  the  form  of  a 
system  using  computerized  buoys  and  radio  telemetry  that  allows  for  the  continual  monitoring  (at 
strategically  located  sites  throughout  the  New  York  Bight  and  Harbor  region)  of  the  following: 
wind,  wave  current  salinity  and  thermal  gradients  and  sea  chemistry,  in  order  to  measure  the  effect 
of  changes  due  to  air  and  water  pollution,  including  changes  due  to  continued  dumping  in  the 
Bight.  This  efifort  will  include  the  study  of  a  verified,  nested,  high  resolution  Harbor/Bight  Apex 
numerical  model,  and  supportive  monitoring  and  information  systems. 

This  New  York  Bight  and  Harbor  effort  will  address  the  engineering,  environmental  and  social 
impacts  of  natural  and  man-made  changes  to  the  New  York  Bight,  including  water  quality 
parameters  such  as  contaminant  and  sediment  transport  effects  and  nutrient  eutrophication. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

This  project  extends  all  particulars  of  the  New  York  Bight  model  previously  addressed  under 
Section  7^  of  the  Water  Resources  DevelopiBWP  i»aW?»ft6«r»^^complex  New  York  Harbor 
Environs.  It  will  also  add  features  to  the  Bight  model  itself  to  insure  complete  comprehensive 
modeling  of  the  Harbor  and  Bight  for  all  engineering,  physical  and  environmental  purposes, 
making  it  the  most  advanced  water  quality  and  transport  model  in  the  country 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992  authorizes  $1.0  million  to  provide  data  on 
movement  and  sources  of  water  and  sediment  pollution.  This  project  is  urgently  needed  to  ensure 
the  proper  management  of  dredged  material  and  its  disposal,  which  is  essential  to  the  maintenance 
of  the  port's  navigation  projects.  Therefore,  we  request  that  $1  million  is  appropriated  to 
advance  the  schedule  for  completion  and  provide  this  much  needed  tool  for  understanding 
sediment  contaminant  loading(s)  for  the  management  and  disposal  of  dredged  material  from  the 
New  York/New  Jersey  Harbor. 
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WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1992 

SECTION  405,  SEDIMENT  DECONTAMINATION  TECHNOLOGIES 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $        -0- 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $3,000,000 


Project  Description 

Based  upon  a  review  of  decontamination  technologies  identified  pursuant  to  Section  412(c)  of  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1990,  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  Secretary  shall,  within  one  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Act,  jointly 
select  removal,  pre-treatment  and  decontamination  technologies  for  contaminated  marine 
sediments  for  a  decontamination  project  in  the  New  York/New  Jersey  Harbor. 

Upon  selection  of  technologies,  the  Administrator  and  the  Secretary  shall  jointly  recommend  a 
program  of  selected  technologies  to  assess  their  effectiveness  in  rendering  sediments  acceptable 
for  unrestricted  ocean  disposal  or  beneficial  reuse,  or  both. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992  authorized  $5.0  million  for  exploring  methods  of 
sediment  decontamination  and  its  practical  use  in  managing  dredged  materials  that  are 
contaminated.  The  Corps  and  EPA  effort  has  investigated  a  number  of  promising  technologies, 
all  of  which  require  fiirther  work  before  use.  Therefore,  continuation  of  the  demonstration 
project  is  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  the  port's  navigation  channels  and  can  serve  as  a  model 
i^iot^se  in  other  locations  in  the  country.  Moreover,  we  have  been  workittg'^>^aVB'i*CIMioHt^ 
organizations  in  our  region  within  the  framework  of  the  New  York  and  New  Jersey  Harbor 
Estuary  Dredging  Forum  to  promote  this  demonstration.  Therefore,  we  urgently  request  that 
$3.0  million  be  appropriated  to  continue  this  most  vital  program. 
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I FLOQI)  CONTRQL/FLQOD  DAMAGE  PROTECTION 


LOWER  SADDLE  RIVER,  NJ  (PE&D) 

MOLLY  ANN'S  BROOK  AT  HALEDON,  PROSPECT  PARK  AND  PATERSON,  NJ 
(CONSTRUCTION) 

RAMAPO  RIVER  AT  OAKLAND,  N J  (CONSTRUCTION) 

RARTTAN  RIVER  BASIN,  GREEN  BROOK  SUB-BASIN,  NJ  (PE&D) 

RARTTAN  RIVER  BASIN,  SOUTH  RTVER,  NJ  (STUDY) 

STONY  BROOK,  PRINCETON  TOWNSHIP,  NJ  (STUDY) 
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PI-AIM 


NEW  FOOTBRIDGE 


CONCRETE    RETAINING 
WALL  100  FT   RT  BANK 


RAISE    PASSAIC    ST.  BR  | 


CONCRETE    RETAINING 
WALL  400FI  RT  BANK 


CONCRETE    RETAINING 
WALL  550  FT  LF.  BANK 


RECJfj^Ktt  Afc  CMAWNEL 
45  FT  WIDE 


RAISE    80RIG    PL.  BR. 


CONCRETE    RETAINING 
WALL   400  FT  LF  BANK 


RAISE   PASSAIC    AVE.  BR. 


NEW   FOOTBRIDGE 


HEW  UTILITY    CROSSING     j 
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LOWER  SADDLE  RIVER 

NEW  JERSEY 

(PRECONSTRUCTION  ENGINEERING  AND  DESIGN) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $963,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $963,000 


Project  Description 

Major  flooding  of  the  Saddle  River  in  recent  years  has  plagued  the  communities  of  Garfield, 
Wallington,  South  Hackensack,  Lodi,  Saddle  Brook,  Rochelle  Park  and  Fair  Lawn,  New  Jersey. 
The  Lower  Saddle  River  study  area,  located  in  Bergen  County,  affects  over  2,500  recreational, 
commercial  and  industrial  establishments 

In  an  eflFort  to  provide  protection  against  flooding  in  these  communities,  the  proposed 
improvements  for  the  Lower  Saddle  River  consist  of  5.2  miles  of  channel  modification  along  the 
Saddle  River,  1.7  miles  of  charmel  modification  along  Sprout  Brook,  the  straightening  of  a 
meander  near  the  mouth  of  the  Saddle  River  and  modifications  to  22  bridges  on  both  streams. 
These  project  improvements  would  provide  protection  against  a  150-year  flood  event  to  the 
affected  area.  The  recommendations  for  flood  control  of  Saddle  River  would  eliminate  over 
$6,000,000  of  flood  damage  to  the  area  annually. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

This  flood  control  protection  project  was  authorized  for  construction  by  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986.  We  vAik  iu-an^imM  uupport  for  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request 
of  $963,000,  which  will  be  used  to  continue  the  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  phase, 
develop  the  General  Design  Memorandum,  prepare  Plans  and  Specifications  and  advance  to  a 
construction  start  in  Fiscal  Year  1997. 
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MOLLY  ANN'S  BROOK  AT  HALEDON,  PROSPECT  PARK  AND  PATERSON 

NEW  JERSEY 

(CONSTRUCTION) 


FY'  96  PRESIDENT' S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $3,750,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $3,750,000 


Project  Description 

Molly  Ann's  Brook  is  a  tributary  of  the  Passaic  River,  located  in  the  municipalities  of  Haledon, 
Prospect  park  and  Paterson,  New  Jersey,  and  is  approximately  12  miles  west-northwest  of  New 
York  City. 

The  flood  damage  areas  along  Molly  Ann's  Brook  extend  from  its  mouth  below  Totowa  Avenue 
in  Paterson,  New  Jersey  to  Church  Street  in  Haledon.  The  principal  cause  of  flooding  is 
overtopping  of  the  channel  banks  due  to  insufficient  channel  capacity  during  high  flow  conditions. 
About  520  residential,  commercial  and  industrial  establishments  are  located  in  the  100-year 
floodplain.  The  November  1977  flood  caused  damages  of  about  $11.4  million  (October  1988 
price  level),  while  a  more  recent  event  (May  1990)  caused  an  estimated  $2.1  million  in  damages. 
The  plan  would  provide  a  50-year  level  of  protection.  The  approved  plan  includes  2.5  miles  of 
channel  modification,  five  project  bridge  modifications  (namely  Berkshire,  Sherwood, 
Manchester,  Post  and  Haledon)  and  the  removal  of  one  building  which  now  sits  over  the  Brook. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

-ThePesign  Memorandum  and  Plans  and  Specifications  for  Phase  I  were  approved  iii-  Octdtferof^ 
last  year.  The  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  (PCA)  is  scheduled  to  be  executed  this  year.  A 
public  meeting  for  the  project  was  held  by  the  project  sponsor,  the  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  and  the  reaction  was  supportive.  A  second  public  meeting  is 
anticipated  prior  to  construction.  In  December  1991,  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  modify  the  bridges  as 
required  under  the  recommended  plan.  FY'94-95  funds  of  $1,432,000  were  provided  by 
Congress  for  the  initiation  of  construction. 

We  wish  to  support  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $3,750,000,  which  will  be  used  to  continue  the 
construction  phase  of  this  project.  The  State  of  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection  is  the  project  sponsor,  with  local  interests  who  have  expressed  a  willingness  to 
participate. 
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RAMAPO  RTVER  AT  OAKLAND,  NEW  JERSEY 
(CONSTRUCTION) 


FY  96'  PRESroENTS  BUDGET  REQUEST  $70,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATIONS  $70,000 


Project  Description 

The  Ramapo  River,  particularly  in  the  Townships  of  Oakland,  Wayne  and  Pompton  Lakes,  New 
Jersey,  has  experienced  chronic  flooding  with  recent  floods  occurring  in  ten  out  of  the  last  sixteen 
years.  Surrounded  by  an  area  saturated  with  development,  300  residences,  along  with 
recreational  facilities  and  several  commercial  and  industrial  establishments,  have  been  adversely 
affected  by  major  flood  damage. 

The  recommended  plan  of  improvement  for  the  study  area  includes  installation  of  5  ft.  spillway 
crest  gates  atop  Pompton  Lakes  Dam  and  6,800  ft.  of  channel  modification  along  with  Ramapo 
River,  both  designed  to  reduce  flood  elevations.  These  improvements  would  provide  protection 
against  a  40-year  flood  event  to  over  300  structures  throughout  the  planning  area. 

This  project  was  authorized  for  construction  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986. 
The  State  of  New  Jersey  has  indicated  its  willingness  to  act  as  the  non-federal  cooperating  agent 
for  this  project  for  la.;d  easement,  rights-of-way  and  relocation  as  are  necessary  for  the  project. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendations 

We  wish  to  express>a»pport-fet4h©-Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  request  of  $70,000  which  will  be 
used  to  complete  the  Plans  &  Specifications  for  the  1st  construction  contract  phase  of  this 
project.  This  activity  will  advance  the  execution  of  the  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  and 
construction  contract  award  in  FY'97.  This  project  will  require  reauthorization  under  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act. 
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RARTTAN  RIVER  BASIN,  GREEN  BROOK  SUB-BASIN 

NEW  JERSEY 

(CONSTRUCTION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $3,600,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $3,600,000 


Project  Description 

The  Green  Brook  Sub-basin  area  is  located  within  the  Raritan  River  Basin  in  north-central  New 
Jersey  in  Middlesex,  Somerset  and  Union  Counties.  It  drains  approximately  65  square  miles  of 
primarily  urban  and  industrialized  area.  On  August  28,  1971  Hurricane  Doria  caused 
$22,200,000  in  damages.  Another  major  storm  occurred  on  August  2,  1973,  causing  six  deaths 
and  resulting  in  $25,800,000  in  damages.  At  October  1993  prices,  these  damages  would  be 
$81,900,000  and  $85,900,000,  respectively.  Hurricane  Doria  produced  the  maximum  flood  of 
record  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  Green  Brook  Sub-basin.  A  Feasibility  Report  was  completed  in 
Fiscal  Year  1980.  The  State  of  New  Jersey,  the  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Commission  and 
local  communities  support  the  authorized  plan  or  a  modified  version  thereof  The  benefit-cost 
ratio  is  1.3  to  1.  By  letter  dated  May  20,  1993,  the  State  of  New  Jersey's  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  indicated  a  willingness  to  be  the  project  sponsor  and  cost-share  the 
project.  The  project  is  authorized  for  construction  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of 
1986 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

rJEiscal  Year  1995  fiinds  are  being  used  to  continue  preconstruction  engineeriftg' and^<l6sigfSr 
including  hydraulic  and  hydrologic  analyses,  environmental  and  cultural  investigations,  subsurface 
exploration  and  data  collection.  A  General  Re-evaluation  Report  will  be  initiated  and  an  optimal 
plan  for  the  Sub-basin  area  will  be  finalized  in  June  1996.  The  plan  will  be  coordinated  with  the 
local  sponsor  and  local  interests.  The  funds  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to 
continue  the  design  and  general  re-evaluation  report.  This  preconstruction  engineering  and  design 
effort  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  December  1996. 

We  believe  that  the  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  project  should  be  carried  forward  to  achieve 
protection  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  This  project  is  needed  to  prevent  loss  of  life  and  property, 
as  well  as  the  trauma  caused  every  time  there  is  a  heavy  storm  We  wish  to  support  the  Fiscal 
Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $3,600,000  for  this  important  flood  control  project. 
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RARTTAN  RIVER  BASIN,  SOUTH  RIVER 

NEW  JERSEY 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $  25,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  REQUEST  $300,000 


Project  Description 

South  River  is  a  tributary  to  the  Raritan  River  located  in  Middlesex  County,  New  Jersey,  draining 
a  132  square  mile  watershed,  and  flowing  northerly  into  the  Raritan  River.  The  lower  portion  of 
the  basin  includes  the  Boroughs  of  Sayreville,  South  River  and  East  Brunswick,  and  is  highly 
developed  and  subject  to  tidal  flooding.  The  upper  portion  of  the  basin  is  experiencing  rapid 
growth. 

Flooding  from  Hurricane  Gloria  in  September  1985  resulted  in  property  damage,  evacuations  of 
residents  and  disruptions  of  businesses  and  transportation  systems.  Recent  storms  in  December 
1992  and  March  1993  caused  extensive  damage  to  residential  and  commercial  properties  in 
Sayreville  and  South  River.  The  December  1992  storm  caused  damages  estimated  at  $6,100,000 
in  the  entire  basin.  Historically,  flood  elevations  have  exceeded  six  feet  above  mean  high  water. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  were  used  to  continue  the  reconnaissance  phase    The  firnds  requested  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to  complete  the  reconnaissance  report,  negotiate  a  feasibility  cost- 
§haiing  Jgreement  and  develop  an  initial  project  management  plan  for  a  feasibility  phase  of  the ' 
study.  The  reconnaissance  report  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  1995. 

The  State  of  New  Jersey's  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  has  indicated  its  support  for 
the  study  and  its  willingness  to  cost-share  the  feasibility  phase  of  the  study.  This  study  will  give 
consideration  to  local  flood  protection  measures  against  damages  in  the  South  River  Basin. 

We  wish  to  request  that  $300,000  be  appropriated  in  FY'96  to  complete  the  reconnaissance 
report  and  advance  this  project  into  the  feasibility  phase. 
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STONY  BROOK,  PRINCETON,  NEW  JERSEY 
(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $250,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $250,000 


Project  Description 

The  study  area  encompasses  the  entire  56  square  mile  Stony  Brook  Basin  in  the  vicinity  of 
Princeton  Township,  New  Jersey.  The  study  area  has  experienced  significant  population  growth, 
which  is  expected  to  continue.  Since  1954,  fifty-six  (56)  flood  events  have  been  recorded  at  the 
Stony  Brook  gauge  in  Princeton,  NJ.  The  proposed  study  is  multipurpose  and  would  integrate 
Federal,  State,  and  local  efforts  regarding  urban  flood  damage  prevention,  enhanced  flood 
warning  system,  and  other  important  outputs  including  water  quality,  water  supply/low  water 
augmentation,  erosion  control,  environmental  enhancements,  and  recreation. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

This  project ,  which  was  authorized  by  Section  729  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of 
1986,  is  a  multipurpose  storm  damage  reduction,  ecological  restoration  and  water  quality  general 
investigation 

We  wish  to  express  support  for  the  FY'96  budget  requested  of  $  250,000  to  initiate  this  new  start 
reconnaissance  phase  study. 
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BARNEGAT  INLET  TO  LITTLE  EGG  INLET,  NJ  (STUDY) 

BRIGANTINE  INLET  TO  GREAT  EGG  HARBOR,  NJ  (STUDY) 

DELAWARE  BAY  COASTLINE,  DE  &  NJ  (STUDY) 

GREAT  EGG  INLET  TO  TOWNSEND  INLET,  NJ  (STUDY) 

LOWER  CAPE  MAY  MEADOWS,  CAPE  MAY  POINT,  NJ  (STUDY) 

MANASQUAN  INLET  TO  BARNEGAT  INLET,  NJ  (STUDY) 

RARITAN  BAY  AND  SANDY  HOOK  BAY,  NJ  (STUDY) 

RARITAN  BAY  AND  SANDY  HOOK  BAY,  CLIFFWOOD  BEACH,  NJ  (STUDY) 

SANDY  HOOK  TO  BARNEGAT  INLET,  NJ  (CONSTRUCTION) 

TOWNSEND  INLET  TO  CAPE  MAY  INLET,  NJ  (STUDY) 
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BARNEGAT  INLET  TO  LITTLE  EGG  INLET,  NEW  JERSEY 
(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $     -0- 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $550,000 


Project  Description 

The  study  area  is  located  along  the  southern  Atlantic  Coast  of  New  Jersey,  extending 
approximately  20  miles  from  Bamegat  Inlet  to  Little  Egg  Inlet.  The  lands  covered  by  the  study 
are  collectively  known  as  Long  Beach  Island. 

The  principal  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  investigate  hurricane  and  storm  damage  problems 
attributed  to  natural  and  manmade  conditions.  The  study  will  determine  the  effects  of  those 
conditions  on  man's  activities  in  a  coastal  environment  in  an  effort  to  alleviate  coastal  erosion. 
Additionally,  the  und-'standing  of  nearshore  and  estuarine  environments  and  physical  processes 
will  assist  the  State  of  New  Jersey  in  identifying  sources  and  trajectories  of  noxious  floating  debris 
and  spills  of  pollutants. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  will  be  used  to  complete  the  reconnaissance  phase  of  full  Federal  expense, 
negotiate  a  feasibility  cost  sharing  agreement,  and  develop  an  initial  project  management  plan  for 
the  feasibility  phase  of  the  study.  The  funds  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to  initiate 
the  feasibility  phase. 

The  State  of  New  Jersey  wishes  to  request  that  $550,000  is  appropriated  for  this  project  in  Fiscal 
Year  1996.  The  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  has  indicated  their  intent  to 
share  equally  in  the  feasibility  phase  of  this  study. 
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BRIGANTINE  INLET  TO  GREAT  EGG  HARBOR,  NEW  JERSEY 
(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESroENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST 
PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION 


SI  15,000 
$115,000 


Project  Description 

The  study  area  is  a  15-mile  New  Jersey  coastline  from  Brigantine  Inlet  to  Great  Egg  Inlet.  The 
reconnaissance  report  found  more  detailed  study  of  shore  protection  measures  to  be  warranted  for 
the  purpose  of  storm  damage  reduction.  The  feasibility  study  is  being  conducted  in  two  stages. 
An  interim  study  will  be  conducted  for  the  reach  from  Absecon  Inlet  to  Great  Egg  Harbor  Inlet 
(Absecon  Island).  This  interim  includes  substantial  data  acquisition  and  analysis  to  define  existing 
coastal  processes  and  conditions  along  the  entire  coast.  The  final  report  will  cover  the  coastline 
from  Brigantine  Inlet  to  Absecon  Inlet  (Brigantine  Island) 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 


Fiscal  Year  1995  ftinds  are  being  used  to  continue  the  feasibility  phase  of  the  study  for  Absecon 
Island  interim  study,  including  final  plan  formulation  studies  and  report  preparation,  and  to 
continue  into  feasibility  phase  of  the  Brigantine  Island  interim  study  including  economic, 
environmental  and  real  estate  studies.  The  fiinds  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to 
continue  with  the  Brigantine  Island  interim  study,  finalize  the  draft  Absecon  Island  interim  study 
report  and  draft  EIS. 

We-thei-efopfrwwtrto  support  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $1 15,000,  based  UpbttTfRr 
current  feasibility  study  schedule  for  this  project. 
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DELAWARE  BAY  COASTLINE 

NEW  JERSEY  AND  DELAWARE 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESroENTS  BUDGET  REQUEST  $880,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $880,000 


Project  Description 

The  study  area  is  located  along  portions  of  the  Delaware  and  New  Jersey  shorelines  of  the 
Delaware  Bay.  Approximately  60  miles  of  shoreline  will  be  investigated  for  two  areas:  Cape 
Henlopen  to  the  Chesapeake  and  Delaware  Canal  in  the  State  of  Delaware,  and  Cape  May  Point 
to  the  Salem  River  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey.  The  study  will  evaluate  all  adverse  impacts 
associated  with  storm  damages  along  the  shoreline,  and  determine  the  costs  and  benefits  of 
potential  federal  projects. 

The  Delaware  Bay  Coast  has  a  long  history  of  severe  erosion,  subjecting  shoreline  properties  to 
storm  damage  fi-om  wave  attach  and  tidal  inundation,  which  has  caused  loss  of  lives,  severe 
economic  losses,  and  social  disruption.  Comparisons  of  early  shoreline  charts  show  continual 
erosion  and  accretion  of  shoreline  over  the  past  1 1 2  years  of  record,  resulting  in  substantial 
quantities  of  material  lost,  thereby  narrowing  and  lowering  the  beaches  The  areas  where  specific 
long-term  erosion  problems  have  occurred  are  Roosevelt  Inlet/Lewes  Beach  and  Mispillion  Light 
in  Delaware,  and  Elsinboro,  Pierces  Point,  and  Villas  in  New  Jersey,  with  erosion  rates  estimated 
as  high  as  6ft.  per  year. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  goal  of  the  study  is  to  provide  information  on  the  long-term  shoreline  changes,  which  v^all 
serve  as  a  basis  for  sound  coastal  planning  decisions  and  new  technologies,  including  wetlands 
restoration,  nourishment  cycles  and  support  of  estuary  programs. 

Fiscal  Year  1995  fiinds  are  being  used  to  continue  the  feasibility  studies,  for  Broadkill  Beach, 
Delaware  and  the  Maurice  River  area  in  New  Jersey,  and  also  to  initiate  feasibility  studies  for  two 
additional  interim  study  areas  (Villas  and  vicinity.  New  Jersey  and  Roosevelt  Inlet/Lewes  Beach, 
Delaware).  Fiscal  Year  1996  fiinds  will  be  used  to  continue  the  feasibility  phase  of  six  interim 
studies. 

As  the  data  is  needed  in  order  to  deal  with  the  beach  erosion/flooding  problems  in  the  Delaware 
Bay  area  and  to  implement  remedial  measures,  we  wish  to  support  the  Budget  Request  of 
$880,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  for  this  study,  which  was  authorized  by  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986.  Both  the  State  of  New  Jersey  and  the  State  of  Delaware  are 
supportive  of  the  study,  and  have  expressed  a  willingness  to  cost-share  the  feasibility  phase  with 
each  State  providing  its  proportionate  share. 
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GREAT  EGG  INLET  TO  TOWNSEND  INLET,  NEW  JERSEY 
(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  S290,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $290,000 


Project  Description 

This  study  is  located  along  the  New  Jersey  Coast.  The  principal  purposes  of  the  study  are  to 
investigate  shore  protection/flood  control  and  water  quality  problems  attributed  to  natural  and 
man-made  conditions.  The  study  will  determine  the  effects  of  those  conditions  on  man's  activities 
in  the  coastal  environment  in  an  effort  to  reduce  damages,  improve  coastal  planning  and 
engineering,  reduce  maintenance  dredging  of  federal  projects,  improve  water  quality  and  alleviate 
coastal  erosion.  Additionally,  the  understanding  of  nearshore  and  estuarine  environments  and 
physical  processes  will  assist  New  Jersey  in  identifying  sources  and  trajectories  for  noxious 
floatable  debris  and  spills  of  pollutants. 

The  principal  purposes  of  the  study  are  to  investigate  hurricane  and  shore  damage  problems 
attributed  to  natural  and  man-made  conditions.  The  study  will  determine  the  effects  of  those 
conditions  on  man's  activities  in  the  coastal  environment  in  an  effort  to  alleviate  coastal  erosion. 
Additionally,  the  understanding  of  nearhorse  and  estuarine  environments  and  physical  processes 
will  assist  New  Jersey  in  identifying  sources  and  trajectories  for  noxious  floatable  debris  and  spills 
of  pollutants. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

A  Limited  Reconnaissance  Report,  New  Jersey  Shore  Protection,  was  completed  in  Fiscal  Year 
1989  and  recommended  that  a  full  reconnaissance  study  be  conducted  for  this  area.  Storms  over 
the  past  few  years  have  heightened  the  erosion  problems  along  the  southern  end  of  Ocean  City 
and  in  Sea  Isle  and  neighboring  towns.  Local  jurisdictions  have  expressed  interest  in  beginning 
this  study  due  to  the  increasing  vulnerabiUty  of  the  communities  in  the  study  area  to  storm 
damages 

Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  will  be  used  to  initiate  the  reconnaissance  phase  of  the  study  at  fiill 
Federal  expense.  The  funds  requested  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to  complete  the 
reconnaissance  report,  negotiate  a  feasibility  coast  sharing  agreement,  and  development  an  initial 
project  management  plan  for  a  feasibiUty  phase  of  the  study.  Therefore,  we  wish  to  support  the 
FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $  290,000  for  this  study. 
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LOWER  CAPE  MAY  MEADOWS,  CAPE  MAY  POINT 

NEW  JERSEY 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESroENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $350,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $350,000 


Project  Description 

The  study  area  is  located  along  the  southern  Atlantic  Coast  of  New  Jersey,  extending 
approximately  2.5  miles  to  include  Lower  Cape  May  Meadows  and  the  Borough  of  Cape  May 
Point. 

Lower  Cape  May  Meadows  is  approximately  350  acres  in  an  area  and  contains  a  State  Park  with 
important  coastal  freshwater  wetlands  which  are  vital  resting  areas  for  shorebirds  and  birds  of 
prey  during  their  seasonal  migration  along  the  Atlantic  flyway.  The  Borough  of  Cape  May  Point, 
which  is  located  at  the  western  end  of  Lower  Cape  May  Meadows,  is  a  community  of 
approximately  600  homes.  The  study  will  address  restoration  and  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat,  and  hurricane  and  storm  damage  prevention  throughout  the  entire  study  area 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  will  be  used  to  continue  the  reconnaissance  report  at  full  federal  expense. 
The  funds  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  will  be  used  to  complete  the  reconnaissance  phase  and 
initiate  the  feasibility  phase  of  the  study,  including  initiation  of  field  data  collection,  hydraulic, 
economic  and  environmental  studies.  ~ 

Due  to  its  unique  and  important  location,  strong  support  for  this  study  has  been  expressed  by 
federal.  State  and  other  resource  agencies  and  organizations,  including  the  U.S.  EPA,  USFWS, 
New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Ducks  Unlimited,  New  Jersey  Audobon 
Society  and  the  Nature  Conservancy,  which  is  a  major  landholder. 

Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  will  be  used  to  certify  the  Reconnaissance  Report  and  to  continue  into  the 
feasibility  phase  of  the  study,  including  field  data  collection  and  hydraulic,  economic  and 
environmental  studies.  The  funds  requested  for  fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to  continue 
feasibility  studies  and  to  indicate  plan  formulation.  The  preliminary  estimated  cost  of  the 
feasibility  phase  is  $  1,500,000,  which  is  to  be  shared  on  a  50-50  percent  basis  by  Federal  and 
non-Federal  interests.  Up  to  one-half  of  the  non-Federal  share  may  be  in-king  services. 

We  wish  to  support  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $350,000  to  fund  this  study  to  develop 
recommendations  for  the  prevention  of  further  water  quality  degradation  and  pollution  of  New 
Jersey  coastal  waters. 
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MANASQUAN  INLET  TO  BARNEGAT  INLET 

NEW  JERSEY 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $290,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $290,000 


Project  Description 

This  study  is  located  along  the  New  Jersey  coast.  The  principal  purposes  of  the  study  are  to 
investigate  shore  protection/flood  control  and  water  quality  problems  attributed  to  natural  and 
man-made  conditions.  The  study  will  determine  the  effects  of  those  conditions  on  man's  activities 
in  the  coastal  environment  in  an  effort  to  reduce  damages,  improve  coastal  planning  and 
engineering,  reduce  maintenance  dredging  of  federal  projects,  improve  water  quality  and  alleviate 
coastal  erosion.  Additionally,  the  understanding  of  nearshore  and  estuarine  environments  and 
physical  processes  will  assist  New  Jersey  in  identifying  sources  and  trajectories  for  noxious 
floatable  debris  and  spills  of  pollutants. 

The  December  1992  storm  produced  the  second  highest  water  levels  recorded  at  the  Atlantic  City 
New  Jersey  tide  gage,  resulting  in  structural  damage  and  extensive  beach  and  dune  erosion  and 
overwash.  Damage  which  qualified  for  FEMA  assistance  totaled  $  5.8  million  for  Ocean  County. 
To  the  west  of  Long  Branch  Island  are  two  of  the  largest  bays  along  the  New  Jersey  Coast, 
Bamegat  Bay  and  Little  Egg  Hart)or.  Both  bays  are  a  significant  source  of  fish,  shellfish  and 
recreation,  as  well  as  habitat  for  a  variety  of  species  of  fish  and  wildlife,  both  migratory  and 
native. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

A  Limited  Reconnaissance  Report,  New  Jersey  Shore  Protection,  was  completed  in  FY'89  and 
recommended  fiiU  reconn^ssance  study  for  this  location.  Recent  storm  activity,  particularly 
following  the  December  1992  northeaster,  caused  considerable  erosion  within  the  study  area  and 
has  heightened  the  vulnerability  of  local  communities  to  storm  damages.  The  New  Jersey 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection  and  the  local  communities  have  expressed  interest  in 
initiating  this  study. 

Funds  were  added  to  the  FY  95  budget  for  this  study.  Fiscal  Year  1995  fiinds  will  e  used  to 
initiate  the  reconnaissance  phase  of  the  study  at  full  Federal  expense.  We  therefore  wish  to 
request  an  FY'96  appropriation  of  $290,000  to  initiate  the  Reconnaissance  report,  negotiate  a 
feasibility  cost  sharing  agreement  and  develop  an  initial  project  management  plan  for  the  feasibility 
phase  of  the  study. 
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RARITAN  BAY  AND  SANDY  HOOK  BAY,  NEW  JERSEY 
(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESroENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $620,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $620,000 


Prpj^t  Description 

The  study  area  is  experiencing  flooding  caused  by  both  rainfall  and  coastal  storm  inundation.  This 
problem  has  worsened  in  recent  years  due'  to  the  loss  of  protective  beaches  and  increased 
urbanization  in  the  area,  with  structures  susceptible  to  flooding  fi-om  rainfall  and  coastal  storm 
surges,  erosion  and  wave  attack,  combined  with  restrictions  to  channel  flow  in  the  tidal  creeks. 
This  problem  is  further  intensified  due  to  the  lack  of  any  significant  drainage  slope.  Probable 
solutions  to  this  problem  would  be  extensions  and/or  improvements  on  the  existing  project,  which 
currently  provides  segmented  storm  and  hurricane  damage  protection  for  a  few  communities  in 
the  form  of  beachfiUs,  dunes,  levees,  tidegates  and  appurtenant  features.  Strong  local  and  State 
support  for  a  region-wide  solution  to  the  problems  exists. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  determine  the  advisability  of  hurricane  and  storm  damage  reduction 
improvements  for  the  Raritan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay  shore.  The  feasibility  cost-sharing 
agreement  was  executed  on  December  30,  1993  with  the  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection. 

Fiscal  Year  1995  fiinds  are  being  be  used  tot^Ofitinue  the  feasibility  phase  of  the  study,  including 
performing  engineering  and  economic  analyses,  and  environmental  impact  investigations  for  the 
first  interim  study  at  Port  Monmouth.  The  fijnds  requested  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  will  be  used  to 
continue  the  feasibility  phase  of  the  study,  including  engineering  and  economic  analyses  and 
environmental  baseline  investigations  for  the  interim  studies  at  Port  Monmouth  .Leonardo  and 
Union  Beach. 

We  wish  to  support  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $620,000  to  continue  the  feasibility 
phase  of  this  study. 
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RARTTAN  BAY  AND  SANDY  HOOK  BAY,  CLIFFWOOD  BEACH 

NEW  JERSEY 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESroENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $52,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $52,000 


Project  Description 

Section  934  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  grants  the  Corps  of  Engineers  the 
authority  to  study  completed  Beach  Nourishment  projects  for  a  period  of  up  to  50  years  to 
determine  if  additional  improvements  are  required.  The  post-authorization  revisit  would 
determine  whether  or  not  there  are  high  priority  federal  benefits  to  justify  new  work  and  warrant 
federal  funding  to  resume  nourishment  of  these  important  coastal  works. 

Cliffwood  Beach  is  located  in  Aberdeen  Township,  New  Jersey  between  Matawan  Point  and 
Whale  Creak  along  Raritan  Bay.  The  authorized  project  provided  for  shore  protection  with  beach 
fill  Tidal  flooding  and  beach  erosion  progressively  threaten  the  protective  beaches  and  nearby 
residential  areas  at  Cliffwood  Beach.  A  locally  constructed  seawall  is  also  threatened  from  the 
loss  of  the  remaining  beach  fronting  the  structure 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

A  reconnaissance  study  will  be  initiated  in  June  1995  which  will  review  the  project  under  current 
Federal  participation  criteria  and  current  site  conditions  If  Federal  interest  still  exists,  a  cost 
shared  feasibility  study  would  follow,  which  woutd  fully  investigate  a  range  of  applicable 
alternative  plans  and  develop  detailed  designs,  of  a  selected  plan,  to  reduce  the  storm  damage 
potential  to  the  area 

We  wish  to  support  the  FY'96  Budget  request  of  $  52,000.  This  amount,  added  to  the  $268,000 
carry  over  fi-om  FY'95,  will  allow  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  complete  the  Reconnaissance  study 
of  the  beachfill  project  at  Cliffwood  Beach. 
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SANDY  HOOK  TO  BARNEGAT  INLET 

NEW  JERSEY 

(CONSTRUCTION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $1 5,700,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $1 5,700,000 


Project  Description 

The  overall  project  area  lies  along  the  Atlantic  Ocean  Shoreline  of  New  Jersey  in  Monmouth  and 
Ocean  Counties  between  Sandy  Hook  to  the  north  and  Bamegat  Inlet  to  the  south 

Erosion  has  seriously  reduced  the  width  of  most  beaches  in  the  study  area,  with  consequent 
exposure  of  shore  to  storm  damage.  The  State  of  New  Jersey  and  majors  of  the  affected 
communities  area  also  very  concerned  over  the  increased  potential  for  damages  to  residential  and 
commercial  structures. 

The  March  1962  storm  caused  $31,000,000  in  damages  (based  on  today's  dollars)  along  the  25- 
mile  stretch  of  shore  from  Sandy  Hook  to  Manasquan  Inlet  Subsequent  emergency  restoration 
works  in  this  reach  cost  over  $7  million  (in  1987  dollars) 

Improvements  to  Section  I  include  12  miles  of  beach  placement,  construction  of  23  groins  and 
extension  of  14  existing  groins.  Section  n  also  suffers  from  eroding  beaches  and  calls  for  beach 
placement  over  nine  miles 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  urgency  of  this  project  results  from  even  less  beachfront  being  in  place  today  as  a  result  of 
erosion  and  storms.  Local  communities  are  fearful  that  the  next  coastal  storm  would  be 
catastrophic  with  increased  risk  for  coastal  flooding  from  storm  surges. 

The  State  of  New  Jersey  has  stated  its  support  for  this  project,  and  we  wish  to  support  the  FY'96 
Budget  Request  of  $15,700,000  for  this  project  This  funding  will  provide  $25,000,000  to  the 
total  construction  program,  as  this  figure  includes  programmed  unobligated  carryover  scheduled 
to  be  expended  in  FY'96  to  continue  the  construction  phase  of  this  improvement 
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TOWNSEND  INLET  TO  CAPE  MAY  INLET 

NEW  JERSEY 

(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $80,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $80,000 


Project  Description 

The  study  area  is  a  12-mile  portion  of  South  Jersey  Coastline  from  TOWNSEND  Inlet  to  Cape 
May  Inlet.  The  principal  purposes  of  the  study  are  to  investigate  shore  protection/flood  control 
and  water  quality  problems  attributed  to  natural  and  man-made  conditions.  The  study  will 
determine  the  effects  of  those  conditions  on  man's  activities  in  the  coastal  environment  in  an 
effort  to  reduce  damages,  improve  coastal  planning  and  engineering,  reduce  maintenance  dredging 
of  federal  projects,  improve  water  quality  and  alleviate  coastal  erosion.  Additionally,  the 
understanding  of  nearshore  and  estuarine  environments  and  physical  processes  will  assist  New 
Jersey  in  identifying  sources  and  trajectories  for  noxious  floatable  debris  and  spills  of  pollutants. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  are  being  used  to  continue  the  feasibility  phase  studies  principally  related 
to  detail  plan  formulation,,  economic  and  environmental  analyses.  Fiscal  Year  1996  fijnds  will  be 
used  to  prepare  the  draft  report  and  environmental  impact  statement.  The  estimated  cost  of  the 
feasibility  study  is  $2,100,000,  which  is  to  be  shared  on  a  50/50  basis  by  federal  and  non-federal 
interests.  Up  to  one-half  of  the  non-federal  share  may  be  in-kind  services 

We  therefore  wish  to  support  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $80,000  for  this  project. 
The  State  of  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  has  signed  the  feasibility  study 
cost-share  agreement  for  this  project  and  has  the  funding  to  proceed. 
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SECTION  22,  P.L.  93-251,  NEW  JERSEY  PLANNING  ASSISTANCE 
(STUDY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $     -0- 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $300,000 


Project  Description 

Section  22  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1974  provides  authority  for  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  assist  the  states  in  preparation  of  comprehensive  plans  for  the  development, 
utilization  and  conservation  of  water  and  related  land  resources.  Assistance  is  provided  on  the 
basis  of  state  requests,  and  eligibility  is  determined  by  the  objectives  of  the  state  studies. 
Consequently,  the  state  must  have  a  planning  program  either  underway  or  characterized  in 
suflBcient  detail  so  that  the  validity  of  its  request  may  be  appraised.  In  addition,  only  that 
assistance  which  can  be  undertaken  by  Corps  personnel  may  be  provided. 

In  accordance  with  P.L.  99-662,  state  allotments  from  the  nationwide  appropriation  are  limited  to 
$300,000  annually,  but  may  be  less  depending  upon  the  needs  of  individual  states,  the  program 
may  encompass  many  types  of  studies,  including  water  supply,  water  quality,  water  conservation, 
hydropower  development,  flood  control,  erosion  and  navigation.  Typical  studies  are  at  a 
reconnaissance  level  of  detail. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

This  project  was  established  to  provide  planning  assistance  to  states.  Funds  requested  are  to  be 
utilized  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  perform  engineering  evaluations  of  water  resource  problems' 
within  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

This  planning  program  has  provided  meaningful  levels  of  funding  for  which  New  Jersey  is  most 
appreciative.  However,  there  are  several  planning  projects  for  which  we  wish  to  request  funds  in 
FY'96  through  this  program.  The  total  fiinds  requested  for  these  proposed  studies  is  $300,000, 
and  the  State  of  New  Jersey  is  prepared  to  financially  participate  as  may  be  necessary  to  secure 
these  funds. 
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BARNEGAT  INLET,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

CHEESEQUAKE  CREEK,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

COLD  SPRING  INLET,  NJ  (SHORE  PROTECTION) 

DELAWARE  RIVER  AT  CAMDEN,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

DELAWARE  RIVER,  PHILADELPHIA  TO  THE  SEA,  NJ,  PA  &  DE  (NAVIGATION) 

DELAWARE  RTVER,  PHHADELPEDA,  PA  TO  TRENTON,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

NEW  JERSEY  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY,  N J  (NAVIGATION) 

NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY  CHANNELS,  NY  (NAVIGATION) 

NEW  YORK  HARBOR,  DRIFT  REMOVAL,  NY  &  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

PROMPTON  LAKE,  PA  (FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  WATER  SUPPLY) 

SALEM  RIVER,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

SHARK  lUVER,  N J  (NAVIGATION) 

TOMS  RIVER,  NJ  (NAVIGATION) 

FRANCIS  E.  WALTER  DAM,  PA  (FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  WATER  SUPPLY) 
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MODIFICATIONS 

BARNEGAT  INLET 

NEW  JERSEY 

REVISED  30  SEPTEMBER  1»eS 

SCALE  OF  FEET 

1200     0    1200  3600         6000 
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U.S.  ARMY  ENGINEER  DISTRICT,  PHILA. 
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BARNEGAT  INLET  NEW  JERSEY 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $1,455,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $1,455,000 


Project  Description 

Channel  shoaling,  wave  activity  and  numerous  marine  hazards  have  created  dangerous 
navigational  problems  at  the  Bamegat  Inlet  in  Ocean  County,  New  Jersey.  These  are  serious 
shortcomings  that  impose  limitations  on  the  effectiveness  of  safe  access  through  an  inlet  with  over 
800,000  annual  transits. 

This  existing  project  provides  for  a  channel  8  ft.  deep  through  the  inlet  and  10  ft.  deep  through 
the  outer  bar,  a  channel  of  suitable  hydraulic  characteristics  extending  in  a  northwesterly  direction 
from  the  gorge  in  the  Inlet  to  Oyster  Creek  Channel  and  through  the  latter  channel  to  deep  water 
in  the  Bay,  and  the  maintenance  of  a  channel  8  ft  deep  and  200  ft  wide  to  connect  Bamegat 
Light  Harbor  with  the  main  inlet  channel  The  project  also  provides  for  protecting  the  inlet 
channel  with  two  converging  stone  jetties.  The  project  length  is  about  4  5  miles  and  was 
completed  in  1940. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

We  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  appropriation  of  $1,455,000  for  the 
much  needed  maintenance  work  on  this  project  The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was 
completed  in  September  1981. 
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CHEESEQUAKC  CREEK.   N.J. 

30  UPTCHKR  1986 
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CHEESEQUAKE  CREEK  NEW  JERSEY 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $2,590,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $2,590,000 


Project  Description 

This  project  includes  three  channels  with  varying  depths  from  3  ft.  to  5  ft.,  two  parallel  stone 
jetties  and  pike  dikes  to  protect  the  channel. 

The  project  is  about  45  percent  complete.  The  last  work  done  in  carrying  out  the  project  was  in 
1884.  Maintenance  dredging  has  been  done  several  times  since  then.  The  unfinished  parts  of  the 
project  are  dredging  a  channel  4  ft.  deep  and  50  to  100  ft.  wide  between  the  railroad  bridge  and 
the  head  of  navigation,  including  the  construction  of  three  dikes,  and  dredging  in  Stump  Creek. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

This  is  one  of  several  navigation  projects  in  New  Jersey  that  require  funds  for  maintenance 
dredging  in  Fiscal  year  1996.  Therefore,  we  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the  Fiscal  Year  1996 
Budget  Request  of  $2,590,000  for  the  continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  this  important 
commercial  fishing  channel. 


59 


1136 


CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 


U.S.  ARMY 


.ru'e-"- 


COLD   SPRING    INLET 

NEW    JERSEY 
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COLD  SPRING  INLET  NEW  JERSEY 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $485,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $485,000 


Project  Description 

This  channel  project,  adopted  in  1907  and  modified  in  1945,  provides  for  an  entrance  channel  25 
fl.  deep  and  400  ft.  wide,  protected  by  two  parallel  stone  jetties,  and  extending  from  the  25  ft. 
depth  curve  in  the  ocean  to  a  line  500  ft.  harborward  of  a  line  joining  the  inner  ends  of  the  jetties; 
thence  20  ft.  deep  and  300  ft.  wide  to  deep  water  in  Cape  May  Harbor.  The  total  length  of  the 
section  included  in  the  project  is  about  2  1/4  miles. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

We  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the  Fiscal  year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $485,000  for  the 
continued  Operation  and  Maintenance  of  this  inlet  channel  project  The  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  was  completed  in  September  1975  Work  proposed  is  adequately  addressed  in 
the  EIS,  with  dredged  material  to  be  disposed  of  in  open  water  and  upland  areas. 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  AT  CAMDEN  NEW  JERSEY 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $850,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $850,000 


Project  Description 

This  project  is  located  adjacent  to  the  east  channel  edge  of  the  Delaware  River,  Philadelphia  to  the 
Sea  project  at  Camden  Marine  and  Beckett  Street  Terminals  in  Camden,  New  Jersey. 
Maintenance  of  the  approach  apron  in  the  Delaware  River  leading  to  Beckett  Street  Terminal  to 
40  ft.  This  approach  channel  has  lengths  of  4,400  ft.  along  the  east  edge  of  the  40  ft.  by  400  ft. 
"Philadelphia  to  the  Sea"  project,  and  1,450  ft.  along  a  line  parallel  with  and  50  ft.  west  of  the 
existing  pierhead  line  at  Beckett  Street  Terminal.  The  width  of  the  channel  is  1,100  ft.  The 
approach  angle  is  45  degrees  from  the  south  and  the  departure  angle  is  45  degrees  to  the  north. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

We  are  pleased  to  see  this  project  included  in  this  year's  Budget  Request  and  wish  to  express  our 
support  for  a  Fiscal  Year  1996  appropriation  of  $850,000  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
this  project  This  improvement  is  critical  to  the  operation  of  the  South  Jersey  Port  Corporation's 
Beckett  Street  Marine  ferminal. 
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DELAWARE  RTVER,  PHILADELPHIA  TO  THE  SEA 

PENNSYLVANIA,  NEW  JERSEY  AND  DELAWARE 

(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $18,157,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $18,157,000 


Project  Description 

The  existing  project  was  authorized  in  1910  and  modified  in  1930,  1938,  1945,  1954  and  1958. 
The  p'oject  provides  for  a  95.6  mile  channel  fi-om  Allegheny  Avenue,  Philadelphia  to  deep  water 
in  Delaware  Bay,  for  six  anchorages,  and  for  construction  of  dikes,  and  training  works  for  the 
regulation  and  control  of  tidal  flow.  Project  dimensions  vary  from  37-40  ft.  deep  and  800-1,000 
ft.  wide.  The  project  has  not  been  completed. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  submitted  in  November  1975.  Diked  upland 
areas  and  an  overboard  site  in  Delaware  Bay  are  utilized  for  disposal  of  dredged  material. 
Methods  of  dredging  and  disposal  are  adequately  addressed  in  the  EIS.  The  FY'96  Budget  figure 
provides  for  much  needed  continued  maintenance  dredging  between  Philadelphia  to  the  Sea  and 
we  are  pleased  to  see  $  18,157,000  included  in  the  FY'96  Budget  Request  for  this  critically 
important  operation  and  maintenance  channel  project.  Three  states  benefit  from  this  project, 
which  provides  access  to  their  regional  ports 
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DELAWARE  RIVER,  PHILADELPHIA,  PENNSYLVANLV 

TO  TRENTON,  NEW  JERSEY 

(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $1,255,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $1,255,000 


Project  Description 

Adopted  in  1930  and  modified  in  1935,  1937,  1946  and  1954,  this  project  provides  for  a  channel 
and  turning  basins  in  the  Delaware  River,  bank  protection  and  bridge  reconstruction.  The  project 
dimensions  vary  from  35-40  ft.  deep  and  300-400  ft.  wide  The  project  has  been  completed 
except  for  deepening  the  channel  from  25  to  35  ft.  between  Newbold  Island  and  the  Trenton 
Marine  Terminal,  which  has  been  placed  in  the  deferred  category 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  completed  in  November  1975  Maintenance 
dredging  is  performed  under  Government  contract,  generally  by  hydraulic  dredges,  with  disposal 
in  diked,  upland  areas  supplied  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  and  the  State  of  New 
Jersey.  We  wish  to  express  our  support  for  a  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  appropriation  of 
$1,255,000  which  will  provide  fiinds  necessary  to  continue  the  contract  for  maintenance  dredging 
of  this  project. 
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NEW  JERSEY  INTRACOASTAL  WATER  (NJIWW) 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $3,729,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $3,729,000 


Project  Description 

This  project  was  adopted  by  the  Rivers  and  Haibors  Act  approved  March  2,  1945.  This 
waterway,  a  sea-level  inland  water  route  approximately  -parallel  with  the  New  Jersey  coast, 
extends  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean  at  Manasquan  Inlet,  about  26  miles  south  of  Sandy  Hook,  New 
Jersey  to  the  Delaware  River,  about  three  miles  north  of  Cape  May  Point.  The  water  extends 
through  the  inlet  and  up  Manasquan  River  a  distance  of  about  two  miles,  and  thence  through 
Point  Pleasant  Canal,  about  two  miles  to  the  head  of  Bamegat  Bay.  It  then  passes  through  a 
series  of  bays,  lagoons  and  thorofares  along  the  New  Jersey  coast  to  Cape  May  Harbor,  and 
thence  across  Cape  May  County  to  Delaware  Bay  (Cape  May  Canal). 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

The  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  submitted  on  12  September  1975.  Maintenance 
Dredging  is  performed  under  Government  contract  by  hydraulic  dredge  with  disposal  in  open 
water  areas  on  diked  upland  sites  Disposal  areas  are  furnished  by  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 
Disposal  sites  to  be  used  are  directly  coordinated  with  Federal  and  State  agencies. 

We  wish  to  express  our  support  for  a  Fiscal  year  1996  Budget  request  of  $3,729,000,  which  will 
provide  funds  needed  to  maintain  this  importMit^wvigfttiwi-ebaHnel  project. 
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NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY  CHANNELS 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENrS  BUDGET  REQUEST  $205,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $205,000 


Project  Description 

This  project  includes  a  channel  37  ft.  deep  in  rock  and  35  ft.  deep  in  soft  material,  600  ft.  wide 
through  Lower  New  York  Bay,  Raritan  Bay,  and  Arthur  Kill  to  the  junction  of  the  channel  into 
Newark  Bay.  The  existing  Kill  Van  Kull  Channel  is  authorized  for  deepening  to  45  ft.  fi-om  the 
vicinity  of  Shooter  Island  and  junction  with  Newark  Bay  through  the  Kill  Van  Kull  to  Constable 
Hook,  then  to  a  point  near  the  intersection  along  the  New  Jersey  Pierhead  line  through  Kill  Van 
Kull  to  Upper  New  York  Bay.  The  length  of  the  project  is  about  3 1 .0  miles. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

We  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $205,000,  which  will 
provide  fiinds  needed  to  dredge  and  maintain  these  federal  navigation  channels  critical  to  our 
ports  competitiveness  and  access. 
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WorV  Completed  As  o(  September  1993 

Wori(  Proposed  with  Funds  Available  «of  FY  1994 

Work  Proposed  with  Fufxis  Recommended  lor  FY  1995 

WorV  Required  to  Complete  the  PrDject  after  30  September  1995 
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NEW  YORK  HARBOR  DRIFT  REMOVAL 

NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY 

(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $4,886,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $4,886,000 


Project  Description 

The  project  was  authorized  in  1915  and  modified  in  1917  and  1930.  The  project,  as  adopted  and 
modified,  provides  for  collection  and  removal  of  floating  drift  which  presents  a  hazard  to 
navigation  in  New  York  Harbor  and  tributary  waters.  The  project,  as  modified  in  1974,  includes 
the  collection  of  drift  and  the  removal  of  sources  of  drift  such  as  derelict  vessels,  deteriorated 
shore  structures  and  loose  debris  along  the  shores  of  New  York  Harbor  and  tributary  waters.  The 
project  also  requires  the  repair  of  structures  still  in  use. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

Floating  drift  is  collected  daily.  The  operation  of  this  continuing  project  has  resuhed  in  the 
collection  and  removal  of  some  30  million  cubic  ft.  of  floating  drift  since  1915.  Removal  of  drift 
sources  has  been  completed  at  Liberty  State  Park,  Elizabeth  and  Hoboken  in  New  Jersey  and 
Manhattan  (East  River)  and  Stapleton,  S.I.  in  New  York.  Removal  of  drift  is  presently  underway 
in  Jersey  City,  New  Jersey  and  Brooklyn,  New  York.  Preconstruction  planning  is  underway  for 
the  removal  of  sources  of  drift  in  several  other  reaches 

We  wish  to  express  support  for  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  President's  Budget  Request  of  $4,886,000 
for  the  continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  this  important  project. 
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PROMPTON  LAKE,  PENNSYLVANIA 
(FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  WATER  SUPPLY) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $463,000 

PROJECT  RECOMMENDATION  $463,000 


Project  Description 

Prompton  Lake,  a  flood  control  and  water  supply  project,  is  located  on  the  Lackawaxen  River, 
approximately  30  miles  from  the  confluence  of  the  Lackawaxen  and  Delaware  Rivers  in  northeast 
Pennsylvania.  The  present  dam  extends  to  a  maximum  height  of  140  ft.  above  the  stream  bed. 

Prompton  Reservoir  controls  the  runoff  from  a  drainage  area  of  about  60  square  miles  and  storage 
capacity  for  flood  control.  The  authorized  modification  to  Prompton  would  provide  an  active 
long-term  storage  of  approximately  nine  billion  gallons  of  new  water  supply  to  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  region.  Two  recent  drought  emergencies  in  the  Delaware  River  Basin  give  emphasis 
to  the  early  need  for  additional  supplies  of  water.  This  project  has  been  authorized  by  the  Water 
Resource  Development  Act  of  1986  and  is  included  as  part  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  the 
Delaware  River  Basin  Commission 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

While  listed  as  a  Pennsylvania  project,  this  project  also  aids  the  states  of  Delaware,  New  Jersey 
and  New  York,  which  are  represented  jointly  (along  with  the  US  Department  of  the  Interior)  in 
the  1961  Delaware  River  Basin  Compact. 

We  wish  to  support  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $463,000  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  this  project,  which  contributes  to  the  flood  control  and  water  supply  storage 
capacity  of  the  entire  four  state  region. 
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SALEM  RIVER,  NEW  JERSEY 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  REQUEST  $  41 0,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $  4 1 0,000 


Project  Description 

The  existing  project,  adopted  as  HD68-110  in  1925,  provides  for  an  entrance  channel  12'  deep 
and  150'  wide  in  the  Delaware  River  across  Salem  Cove  to  the  mouth  thence  12'  deep  and  100' 
wide  to  the  fixed  highway  bridge  in  Salem.  It  also  provides  for  a  cutoff  between  the  mouth  and 
Salem.  The  project  length  is  approximately  5  miles. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendations 

We  wish  to  support  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  Request  of  $  410,000  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  this  project.  The  Salem  River  Channel  currently  provides  access  for  100  vessels 
annually  to  the  Port  of  Salem  and  the  Mid- Atlantic  Terminal 
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SHARK  RIVER,  NEW  JERSEY 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  REQUEST  $1,190,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $1,190,000 


Project  Description 

A  channel  18  ft.  deep  at  mean  low  water  and  150  ft.  wide,  across  the  bar  at  the  entrance  to  the 
inlet;  thence  12  ft.  deep  and  generally  100  ft.  wide  through  the  Main  Channel  and  South  Channel 
to  the  Route  35  bridge;  thence  8  ft  deep,  and  100  ft,  wide  to  the  upper  limit  of  the  Belmar 
Municipal  Boat  Basin,  with  additional  depths  and  widths  where  necessary  and  practicable  to 
produce  satisfactory  current  velocities  at  bridges;  and  an  anchorage  12  ft.  deep  over  an  area  about 
7.8  acres  east  of  Route  71  bridge.  Length  -  about  1.7  miles. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

This  work  will  alleviate  current  shoals  within  the  Federal  navigational  channel  These  shoals 
present  a  hazard  to  navigation  of  commercial  fishing  boats  and  impede  Coast  Guard  assistance  in 
times  of  emergency 

This  is  one  of  several  federal  navigation  channel  projects  in  New  Jersey  that  require  ftinds  for 
maintenance  dredging  in  Fiscal  Year  1996.  Therefore,  we  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the 
FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $1,190,000  for  the  continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  this 
channel. 
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CORPS  OF   ENGINEERS 


U  S  ARMY 


TOMS    RIVER 

NEW    JERSEY 

REVISED  30  SEPTEMBER  1979 


U.S.    ARMY    ENGINEER    DISTRICT,    PHILA. 
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TOMS  RIVER,  NEW  JERSEY 
(NAVIGATION) 


FY'96  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $  290,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $  290,000 


Project  Description 

The  existing  project  adopted  in  1910  (HD  346,  60th  Congress,  1st  Session)  and  modified  in  1945 
(HD  393,  77th  Congress,  1st  Session),  provides  for  a  channel  5  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  from 
the  NJIWW  channel  in  Bamegat  Bay  to  the  highway  bridge  over  South  Fork  at  Toms  River  and  a 
channel  5  feet  deep  for  full  width  of  the  North  Fork  to  the  highway  bridge  at  Toms  River.  The 
total  length  of  project  is  about  4.5  miles. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendations 

This  is  one  of  several  federal  navigation  channel  projects  in  New  Jersey  that  require  funds  for 
maintenance  dredging  in  Fiscal  Year  1996.  Therefore,  we  wish  to  express  our  support  for  the 
FY'96  Budget  Request  of  $290,000  for  the  continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  this  channel. 
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SECTION-RAISED   DAM 


A  LUZERNE  COUNTY  )\ 

■t^^        \  /^      EAStMCNT 


SECTION  -  PROPOSED   NEW   DAM 


FRANCIS  E.WALTER  RESERVOIR 
LEHIGH  RIVER,  PA. 

MULTIPURPOSE  PROJECT 

RESERVOIR    AREA 

PLAN  AND   SECTION 

REVISED   30   SEPTEMBER   1984 

U  S    «RMT  ENSINEEH    0ISTRICI.PHIL4 


1159 


FRANCIS  E.  WALTER  DAM,  PENNSYLVA^aA 
(FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  WATER  SUPPLY) 


FY'96  PRESroENT'S  BUDGET  REQUEST  $675,000 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  RECOMMENDATION  $675,000 


Project  Description 

The  existing  flood  control  and  water  supply  dam  rises  to  a  maximum  height  of  234  ft.  above  the 
stream  bed  and  extends  3,000  fl.  across  the  valley.  The  modification  to  the  existing  dam  to 
provide  additional  storage  for  water  supply  will  include  raising  the  dam  by  30  ft.  and  replacing  the 
existing  intake  tower  and  spillway.  The  water  supply  storage  to  be  provided  will  be  70,000  acre- 
ft. 

F.E.  Walter  Dam  is  located  on  the  Lehigh  River,  1/2  mile  downstream  of  the  confluence  of  the 
Lehigh  and  Bear  Creek  in  Luzerne  and  Carbon  Counties,  Pennsylvania,  and  about  75  miles 
upstream  of  the  confluence  of  the  Lehigh  and  Delaware  Rivers  at  Easton. 

Project  Sponsor  Recommendation 

We  wish  to  support  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Budget  request  of  $675,000  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  this  project,  which  benefits  the  four  states  represented  in  the  Delaware  River 
Basin  Compact  (Delaware,  New  Jersey,  New  York  and  Pennsylvania).  While  listed  as  a 
Pennsylvania  project,  this  reservoir  contributes  to  the  water  supply  and  flood  control  storage 
capacity  of  the  entire  four  state  region. 
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I  MARITIME  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  AFFILIATE  ORGANIZATIONS    | 

BREDGETON  MUNICIPAL  PORT  AUTHORITY 

DELAWARE  RIVER  AND  BAY  AUTHORITY 

DELAWARE  RIVER  PORT  AUTHORITY 

INTERNATIONAL  UNION  OF  OPERATING  ENGINEERS 

JOINT  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE  FOR  THE  IMPROVEMENT  OF  THE  DELAWARE 

MARITIME  ASSOCLiTION  OF  THE  PORT  OF  NEW  YORK/NEW  JERSEY 

MARITIME  EXCHANGE  FOR  THE  DELAWARE  RIVER  AND  BAY 

MARITIME  RESOURCES  COUNCIL 

MARINE  TRADES  ASSOCLVTION  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

NEW  JERSEY  ALLLVNCE  FOR  ACTION 

NEW  JERSEY  MARINE  SCIENCES  CONSORTIUM 

NEW  JERSEY  SHORE  AND  BEACH  PRESERVATION  ASSOCIATION 

NEW  JERSEY  STATE  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 

NEW  JERSEY  STATE  COMMISSIONERS  OF  PILOTAGE 

NEW  YORK  SHIPPING  ASSOCLVTION,  INCORPORATED 

PENJERDEL  COUNCIL 

PERTH  AMBOY  WATERFRONT  COMMITTEE 

PORT  AUTHORITY  OF  NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY 

SOUTH  JERSEY  PORT  CORPORATION 

SOUTHERN  NEW  JERSEY  DEVELOPMENT  COUNCIL 

THE  PILOTS  ASSOCLVTION  FOR  THE  BAY  AND  RIVER  DELAWARE 

TOWBOAT  AND  HARBOR  CARRIERS  CONFERENCE,  AWO 
(AMERICAN  WATERWAYS  ORGANIZATIONS) 

UNITED  NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY  SANDY  HOOK  PILOTS  ASSOCIATION 

WATER  RESOURCES  ASSOCLVTION 
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Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY  PORT  ISSUES 

WITNESSES 

CHRIS  WARD,  SENIOR  VICE  PRESIDENT,  NEW  YORK  CITY  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION  JOSEPH  J.  BIRGELES,  MANAGER,  EX- 
TERNAL AFFAIRS,  THE  PORT  AUTHORITY  OF  NEW  YORK  AND  NEW 
JERSEY 

JOSEPH  T.  GROSSI,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  MARITIME  ADVISORY 
COUNCIL,  NEW  JERSEY  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE  AND  ECO- 
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Representatives  of  the  Port  Authority  of 
New  York  and  New  Jersey. 

Gentlemen,  you  have  about  five  minutes  and  if  you  would  be  so 
kind  as  to  introduce  yourself  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Ward.  I  am  Chris  Ward,  the  Senior  Vice  President  for 
Transportation  for  the  New  York  City  Economic  Corporation. 

Mr.  BiRGELES.  I  am  Joe  Birgeles,  the  Manager  of  External  Af- 
fairs. 

Mr.  Grossi.  And  Joe  Grossi,  of  the  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Commerce. 

Mr.  Ward.  On  part  of  the  group,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for 
this  opportunity,  and  it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  before  this  body. 

We  have  submitted  our  testimony  for  the  record,  and  I  will  brief- 
ly hit  on  the  high  points  given  the  schedule. 

First,  again,  let  me  thank  you  for  both  the  opportunity  and  your 
ongoing  support.  This  group  has  a  long  distinguished  record  in 
working  with  the  Port  Authority  as  well  as  the  City  and  New  Jer- 
sey. 

Today  we  are  really  seeking  three  critical  projects  for  your  atten- 
tion. We  are  looking  for  $2  million  in  additional  funding  for  the 
deepening  of  the  Kill  Van  Kull  Newark  Channel.  Obviously,  this 
project  is  critical  for  the  ongoing  viability  of  our  harbor,  40-  to  45- 
year  project.  It  is,  obviously,  essential  to  us,  and  we  look  forward 
to  your  support. 

The  support  is  also  looking  to  capture  the  growth  which  is  hap- 
pening in  the  container  and  break-bulk  market,  and  we  are  looking 
for  additional  funding  of  $400,000  for  design  and  engineering  stud- 
ies relating  to  opening  our  Rowland  Hook  Container  Terminal. 
This  has  been  vacant  for  seven  years  and  we  are  optimistic  that 
with  funding,  we  will  be  able  to  see  significant  growth  in  that  ter- 
minal and  continued  economic  activity  throughout  the  harbor. 

And  then  finally,  we  are  looking  for  $1  million  in  funding  studies 
addressing  contaminant  flows  in  the  harbor.  Obviously,  New  York 
and  New  Jersey  has  been  heavily  hit  by  dredging  costs,  and  having 
a  understanding  of  how  contaminants  flow  through  the  harbor  will 
allow  us  to  design  a  more  cost  effective  and  environmentally  secure 
disposal  process  and  we  are  looking  for  support  in  that  project. 

All  of  these,  I  think,  represent  critical  economic  development  ini- 
tiatives that  are  frameworked  in  the  concept  of  both  environ- 
mentally acceptable  solutions  and  maintaining  the  economic  vital- 
ity of  the  New  York  region. 

We  welcome  your  support,  as  in  the  past. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much  and  your  remarks 
will  be  included  in  the  record. 

Mr.  BiRGELES.  Chris,  talks  the  fastest,  so  we  figured  we  would 
let  him  go  first. 

We  thank  you  for  prior  appropriations  that  have  you  given  us  for 
the  decontamination  project  in  the  New  York,  and  to  let  you  know 
that  the  project  is  moving  along  and,  hopefully,  by  next  week,  we 
will  have  some  answers  to  the  sediment  contamination  project. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much,  all  of  you,  for  being 
here. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Birgeles  follows:] 
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JOINT  STATEMENT 

JOSEPH  J.  BIRGELES,  MANAGER,  EXTERNAL  AFFAIRS,  PORT  DEPARTMENT 

THE  PORT  AUTHORITY  OF  NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY 

AND 

JOSEPH  T.  GROSSI,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

MARITIME  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

NEW  JERSEY  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

AND 

CHRIS  WARD,  SENIOR  VICE  PRESIDENT 

TRANSPORTATION  AND  COMMERCE 

NEW  YORK  CITY  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION 

REGARDING  APPROPRIATIONS  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 
FOR  FEDERAL  CHANNEL  &  RELATED  DEVELOPMENT  IN  THE  PORT  OF  NEW  YORK  &  NEW  JERSEY 

PRESENTED  TO  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSE  AND  SENATE  COMMITTEES  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

CONGRESS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

WASHINGTON,  DC. 
MARCH  23,  1995 

Endorsed  By 

American  Waterways  Operators 

Bayonne  Chamber  of  Commerce  (NJ) 

Board  of  Commissioners  of  Pilotage  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey 

Brooklyn  Chamber  of  Commerce  (NY) 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  Borough  of  Queens  (NY) 

City  of  Jersey  City,  Division  of  City  Planning,  Department  of  Housing  and  Economic  Development 

City  of  Newark,  Department  of  Engineering  (NJ) 

Commerce  and  Industry  Association  of  New  Jersey 

Hudson  County  Central  Labor  Council 

Hudson  County  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  Industry  (NJ) 

International  Longshoremen's  Association 

Local  25  -  International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers 

Local  333  -  United  Marine  Division 

Maritime  Advisory  Council  of  New  Jersey 

Maritime  Association  of  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey 

Maritime  Port  Council  of  Greater  New  York  and  Vicinity 

New  Jersey  Alliance  for  Action 

New  Jersey  State  AFLCIO 

New  Jersey  State  Chamber  of  Commerce 

New  York  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  Industry,  New  York  City  Partnership,  Inc. 

New  York-New  Jersey  Port  Promotion  Association 

New  York  Shipping  Association,  Inc. 

Regional  Business  Partnership,  The  Chamber  of  Commerce  for  the  Metro  Newark  Region  (NJ) 

Save  Our  Port 

Seafarers  International  Union 

Staten  Island  Chamber  of  Commerce  (NY) 

Union  County  Alliance  (NJ) 

Union  County  Chamber  of  Commerce  (NJ) 

Union  County  Economic  Development  Corporation  (NJ) 

United  New  Jersey  Sandy  Hook  Pilots  Benevolent  Association 

United  New  York  Sandy  Hook  Pilots  Benevolent  Association 
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I  am  Joseph  J.  Birgeles,  Manager,  External  Affairs,  Port  Department  of  The  Port  Authority  of  New 
York  and  New  Jersey.  Joining  me  are  Mr.  Joseph  T.  Grossi,  Executive  Director,  New  Jersey  Department 
of  Commerce  and  Economic  Development's  Maritime  Advisory  Council  and  Chris  Ward,  Senior  Vice 
President,  New  York  City  Economic  Development  Corporation.  On  behalf  of  the  civic,  trade,  labor  and 
governmental  interests  listed  on  the  cover  of  our  statement,  we  request  that  federal  funds  be  appropriated 
in  Fiscal  Year  1996  for  the  design,  construction  and  maintenance  of  essential  navigation  projects  in  the  Port 
of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  under  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  Civil  Works  program.  We  thank 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  distinguished  members  of  the  subcommittee  for  affording  us  time  to  make  our 
funding  needs  known  to  you. 

The  additional  sums  we  ask  for  are,  what  we  believe,  necessary  to  continue  and  advance  existing 
construction  navigation  projects  and  provide  for  much  needed  studies  to  provide  solutions  to  the  dredged 
material  disposal  crisis  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  is  facing.  We  and  the  other  local  sponsors 
are  prepared  to  provide  the  local  share  of  funds  as  required  for  the  several  navigation  improvement  projects 
being  considered.  We  recommend  an  appropriation  of  $24.2  million  in  federal  funds,  which  is  $3.4  million 
more  than  budgeted  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  We  understand  the  need  for  Congress  to  control  the  federal 
budget  and  appreciate  how  difficult  is  that  task.  However,  we  are  confident  that  by  providing  the  budgeted 
amounts  plus  the  additional  sums  contained  in  our  recommendation,  the  result  would  be  a  more  cost-effective 
navigation  program  that  will  deliver  the  economic  benefits  of  improvements  sooner  for  the  regional 
economy.  Therefore,  we  respectfully  request  your  careful  consideration  of  our  request  for  additional 
appropriations. 


Category 

PORT 
RECOMMEN- 
DATION 

FEDERAL 
BUDGET 
REQUEST 

Difference 

Construction 

Kill  Van  Kull  and  Newark  Bay 
Channels,  NY  &  NJ 

$2,000,000 

$             0 

$2,000,000 

New  York  Harbor  Collection  and 
Removal  of  Drift,  NY  &NJ 

100,000 

100,000 

0 

New  York  Harbor  and  Adjacent 
Channels  (Port  Jersey),  NJ 

550,000 

550,000 

0 

Studies 

New  York  Harbor  and  Adjacent 
Channels  (Claremont  Channel),  NJ 

400,000 

400,000 

0 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels, 
Arthur  Kill  Channel,  Howland  Hook 
Marine  Terminal,  NY 

800,000 

400,000 

400,000 

Section  326,  New  York  Bight  and 
Harbor  Study,  WRDA  1992 

1,000,000 

0 

1,000,000 

Operation  &  Maintenance 

1 1  Navigation  projects  as  contained  in 
the  Budget 

19,356,000 

19,356,000 

0 

TOTAL 

$24,206,000 

$20,806,000 

$3,400,000 
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Kill  Van  Kull  and  Newark  Bay  Channels.  NY  &  NJ 

Kill  Van  Kull  and  Newark  Bay  Channels.  NY  «fe  NJ  is  a  harbor  deepening  project  authorized  for 
construction  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1985  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act  (Public  Law  99-88)  and  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.  Local  cooperation  is  being  provided  by  The  Port  Authority  of  New 
York  and  New  Jersey. 

Phase  I  of  this  project,  the  deepening  of  the  channel  from  35  to  40  feet,  will  be  completed  in  FY95 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $300  million.  The  construction  schedule  for  this  portion  of  the  project  was  estimated 
to  be  three  years  but  actually  took  eight  years.  We  have  asked  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  re-estimate  the  cost 
for  Phase  II  of  the  authorized  project,  for  deepening  the  channel  to  45  feet,  but  they  have  been  slow  to 
respond.  The  channels  at  issue  serve  the  busiest  and  largest  container  port  facilities  on  the  Atlantic  seaboard 
and  we  have  heard  a  consistent  message  from  the  steamship  lines  that  call  on  Newark  Bay  and  from  the 
pilots  that  the  completion  of  the  project  to  45  feet  is  a  foreseeable  and  absolute  necessity.  The  full  benefits 
of  the  authorized  navigation  project  have  been  postponed  due  to  construction  delays;  we  believe  it  is 
imperative  that  Phase  II  commence  immediately  and  we  will  be  prepared  to  provide  local  share.  We  request 
that  $2  million  be  appropriated  in  Federal  Fiscal  Year  96  to  process  all  necessary  decision  and  environmental 
documents  to  maintain  continuity  of  channel  construction  to  45  feet. 

Section  326,  New  York  Bight  and  Harbor  Study.  WRDA  1992 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992.  Section  326.  New  York  Bight  and  Harbor  Study 
authorizes  $1.0  million  to  provide  data  on  movement  and  sources  of  water  and  sediment  pollution.  Section 
326  re-authorized  and  broadened  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986,  section  728,  to  provide 
information  needed  to  control  sources  of  sediment  contamination  and  address  local  dioxin  contamination 
issues  to  ensure  the  proper  management  of  dredged  material  and  its  disposal  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  port's  navigation  projects.  In  addition,  we  will  be  seeking  an  increase  in  authorization 
to  match  the  estimated  study  cost  of  $10  million.  However,  we  urgently  need  $1.0  million  to  advance  the 
present  schedule  and  provide  this  much  needed  tool  for  identifying  sediment  contaminant  sources  for  the 
management  and  disposal  of  dredged  material  from  the  New  York/New  Jersey  Harbor.  This  program  is  vital 
to  the  resolution  of  the  dredging  crisis  facing  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  many  ocean  disposal  permits  in  our  Port  that  are  delayed  because  of  environmental  concerns,  of  which 
some  have  been  in  process  for  many  years.  If  the  Port  is  to  prosper  and  provide  economic  benefits  to  the 
regional  economy,  studies  such  as  this  which  provide  the  tools  for  future  development,  should  be  supported. 

Mr.  Chairman,  because  of  its  importance  to  the  navigation  program  in  the  port,  we  would  like  to 
advise  you  that  the  sediment  decontamination  project,  as  authorized  in  Section  405  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1992,  has  made  progress.  The  Corps  is  working  with  EPA  in  that  effort  and  they  are 
investigating  a  number  of  promising  technologies.  We  appreciate  the  support  of  Congress  and  will  seek 
added  funding  through  the  appropriate  appropriations  subcommittee. 


Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Joseph  T.  Grossi,  Executive 
Director.  New  Jersey  Department  of  Commerce  and  Economic  Development's  Maritime  Advisory  Council. 
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New  York  Harbor  and  Adjacent  Channels  (Port  Jersey  ChanneH.  NJ 

The  Port  Jersey  Channel  in  Bavonne.  New  Jersey  presently  seryes  13  shipping  lines  and  two  slot 
carriers  at  Global  Terminal.  This  facility  handles  annually  oyer  400  yessel  arrivals  with  approximately 
200,000  twenty-foot  unit  containers.  More  than  300  terminal  employees  with  an  annual  payroll  of  $21 
million,  as  well  as  another  120  contract  workers,  depend  on  this  facility  for  their  liyelihood.  As  a  privately 
owned  terminal.  Global  pays  over  $4.0  million  in  federal,  state  and  local  taxes  annually.  In  addition,  the 
channel  also  provides  access  for  the  U.S.  Military  Ocean  Terminal  and  the  Port  Authority  Auto  Marine 
Terminal.  This  channel  improvement  was  authorized  for  construction  by  the  Water  Resources  Development 
Act  of  1986. 

As  you  know,  recent  events  such  as  new  testing  protocols  and  criteria  have  complicated  matters  and 
additional  disposal  alternatives  have  to  be  studied.  Therefore,  we  support  the  federal  budget  recommendation 
of  $550,000  for  this  project  to  resolve  the  current  dilemma  and  move  this  project  into  construction  of  the 
channel  to  a  project  depth  of  41  feet  below  mean  water  in  federal  Fiscal  Year  1996.  The  State  of  New 
Jersey  supports  this  project  and  is  participating  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  developing  the  Project 
Cooperating  Agreement  necessary  to  advance  construction. 

New  York  Harbor  and  Adjacent  Channels  (Claremont  Channel).  NJ 

Located  on  the  Hudson  River  in  New  Jersey,  Claremont  Channel  is  a  non-federal  channel  with  an 
average  depth  of  27  feet  mean  low  water.  A  project  to  deepen  Claremont  Channel  to  42  feet  mean  low 
water  was  authorized  for  construction  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.  Although 
authorized  to  42  feet,  the  Phase  I  modified  project  will  provide  adequate  shipping  economies  with  a  34  foot 
channel. 

Two  scrap  metal  exporting  companies  and  a  crushed  stone  aggregate  terminal  are  the  major  users 
of  this  channel.  The  scrap  metal  exports  have  averaged  over  600,000  long  tons  per  year  and  is  by  far  our 
region's  number  one  export.  Meanwhile,  the  crushed  stone  transshipments  approach  4  million  tons  annually. 
Combined,  these  three  firms  employ  300  persons  directly  and  provide  nearly  3,000  indirect  jobs  through 
suppliers,  truckers  and  longshoremen. 

We  support  the  $400,000  appropriation  as  recommended  in  the  Administration's  budget  to  resolve 
the  current  dilemma  over  disposal  alternatives  and  conclude  preconstruction  engineering  design  work  for 
improvements  to  the  Claremont  Channel.  The  State  of  New  Jersey  supports  this  project  as  well  and  has 
expressed  an  intent  to  fund  the  non-federal  share. 


Mr.   Chairman,   I   am   Chris   Ward,   Senior   Vice   President,   New   York  City   Economic    Development 
Corporation. 

New  York  Harbor  Collection  and  Removal  of  Drift.  NY  &  NJ 

We  are  here  today  supporting  the  federal  budget  recommendation  of  $100,000  for  this  critical 
project.  The  New  York  Harbor  and  Collection  of  Drift  Project.  NY  &  NJ  removes  sunken  hulks  and 
decaying  shore  structures  that  are  the  sources  of  dangerous  and  costly  harbor  drift  which  also  fouls  our 
beaches.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  estimated  that  nearly  18,000  commercial,  public  and  recreation  vessels 
collide  annually  with  drift  in  our  port  causing  damage  to  propellers,  shafts  and  hulls.  The  annual  associated 
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repair  costs  and  other  economic  losses  average  greater  than  $53  million.  This  project  was  authorized  under 
the  Water  Resource  Act  of  1974,  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1976,  the  Supplemental 
Appropriations  Act  of  1987  and  the  Water  Resources  Act  of  1988  with  an  annual  authorization  of  $6.0 
million. 

These  funds,  in  addition  to  FY95  monies  carried  over,  are  to  be  used  to  initiate  construction  along 
the  Brooklyn  II  Reach  on  the  New  York  side  where  there  is  very  serious  structural  deterioration  of  many 
of  the  pier  structures.  In  addition,  the  funds  would  also  be  used  to  continue  construction  of  the  remaining 
work  in  the  Weehawken-Edgewater  Reach,  initiate  construction  and  undertake  removal  of  derelict  barges 
in  the  Passaic  River,  and  to  continue  the  engineering  and  design  of  Bayonne,  Shooters  Island,  Kill  Van  Kull, 
Arthur  Kill,  NY  and  NJ  reaches.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  much  needed  work  that  has  to  be  accomplished 
and  we  thank  you  for  the  federal  budget  appropriation  of  $100,000. 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels,  Arthur  Kill  Channel.  Howland  Hook  Marine  Terminal.  NY  and 
Tosco  Oil  Terminal.  NJ 

The  Arthur  Kill  Channel,  Howland  Hook  Marine  Terminal  project  was  authorized  by  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.  The  channel  improvement  includes  deepening  the  existing  35-foot 
channel  to  41  feet  from  its  confluence  with  the  Kill  Van  Kull  Channel  to  the  Howland  Hook  Marine 
Terminal  and  Tosco  Oil  Terminal,  NJ,  and  selected  widenings  and  realignments  of  the  channel  for  safety. 
The  Port  Authority  Board  of  Commissioners  approved  an  agreement  with  Howland  Hook  Marine  Terminal, 
Inc.  for  a  term  of  25  years.  The  Port  Authority  has  invested  $35  million  to  modernize  this  terminal.  We 
respectfully  request  an  additional  $400,000  be  appropriated  above  the  federal  budget  recommendation  in 
order  to  fully  realize  the  full  economic  benefits  of  the  re-ogening  of  the  Howland  Hook  Marine  Terminal 
by  advancing  the  navigation  improvement  project.  Therefore,  we  are  requesting  that  a  total  of  $800,000  be 
appropriated  to  resolve  the  dredged  material  disposal  problem  and  complete  preconstruction  engineering  and 
design  as  authorized  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992,  Section  329. 

Operations  and  Maintenance 

Under  the  category  of  Operation  and  Maintenance,  we  support  the  Administration's  budget 
recommendation  of  $19.4  million  for  1 1  navigation  projects  in  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  federal 
channel  system.  Such  appropriations  in  the  past  have  allowed  the  Port  to  continue  to  contribute  nearly  $20 
billion  to  the  regional  economy  and  will  do  much  to  develop  dredged  material  disposal  alternatives  and 
perform  ocean  disposal  site  designation  work.  Therefore,  we  support  and  thank  you  for  the  federal  budget 
recommendation. 


On  behalf  of  Mr.  Joseph  Birgeles,  Mr.  Joseph  Grossi,  and  myself,  I  thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  presenting 
our  recommendations  to  the  Committee.  We  will  be  pleased  to  try  to  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have. 
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Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 

GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT,  NEW 
JERSEY 

WITNESSES 

VERNON  A.  NOBLE,  CHAIRMAN,  GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL  COM- 
MISSION 

B.  LAWRENCE  NEWCOMB,  VICE  CHAIRMAN,  GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD 
CONTROL  COMMISSION,  FORMER  MAYOR  OF  SCOTCH  PLAINS,  NEW 
JERSEY 

FRANCIS  J.  McARDLE,  CHAIRMAN,  LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE,  GREEN 
BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL  COMMISSION,  FORMER  MAYOR,  NORTH 
PLAINFIELD  BOROUGH,  NEW  JERSEY 

FRANCIS  M.  MEEKS  III,  TREASURER,  GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL 
COMMISSION,  FORMER  MEMBER,  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  PLAINFIELD, 
NEW  JERSEY 

RICHARD  MATUSZKIEWICZ,  COMMISSIONER,  GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD 
CONTROL  COMMISSION,  FORMER  COUNCILMAN,  MIDDLESEX  BOR- 
OUGH, NEW  JERSEY 

J.B.  WILEY,  JR.,  P.E.,  P.P.,  PLANNING  CONSULTANT,  GREEN  BROOK 
FLOOD  CONTROL  COMMISSION,  FAR  HILLS,  NEW  JERSEY 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  is  pleased  to  recognize  the  Hon- 
orable Vernon  Noble,  Chairman,  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Com- 
mission, and  several  commissioners  and  other  people  that  are  in- 
volved with  that  important  project. 

Mr.  Myers.  Welcome  back. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Noble,  you  are  recognized,  and  if  you 
would  briefly  introduce  your  colleagues. 

Mr.  Noble.  Thank  you. 

Starting  on  my  right,  Larry  Newcomb,  former  Mayor  of  Scotch 
Plains;  former  Mayor  of  North  Plainfield  Borough,  Francis 
McArdle;  former  Councilman  of  Middlesex  Borough,  Richard 
Matuszkiewicz — the  reason  I  had  to  look,  he  has  taken  his  father's 
place — former  Councilman,  Frank  Meeks  the  third,  from  the  City 
of  Plainfield.  And  the  most  important  person  that  we  know  in  the 
Flood  Control  Commission,  and  only  one  of  two  part-time  employ- 
ees, is  our  J.B.  Wiley,  who  is  our  Consulting  Engineer. 

Addressing  the  Chair,  if  I  may,  it  is  just  like  old  home  week.  The 
three  that  are  here  today,  I  have  known  for  so  long. 

Chairman  Myers,  I  have  been  coming  down  and  you  have  been 
sitting  over  there  where  Rodney  is  sitting  now,  and  Mr.  Bevill — I 
got  to  a  point  where  I  called  him  Tom — would  be  sitting  there. 

Mr.  Bevill.  That  is  what  you  should  call  me. 

As  you  know,  I  noticed  that  we  have  all  got  something  in  com- 
mon. Every  one  of  you  have  got  a  "former"  before  the  name.  I  am 
former  Chairman. 

Well,  good  to  see  all  of  you  back  again. 

Mr.  Noble.  It  is  always  a  pleasure  coming  here  and,  hopefully, 
one  of  these  days  we  can  just  come  down  and  sight  see  and  sit  in 
the  back,  because  you  have  been  so  supportive  all  of  these  years 
and  we  are  looking  for  your  continued  support. 

Our  testimony  is  sitting  over  here.  The  main  thing  that  I  would 
like  to  say  to  you  all  is  asking  for  your  continued  support.  We  are 
about  14  months  away  from  putting  a  shovel  in  the  ground. 
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We  anticipate  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  finishing  their  engi- 
neering design  work  in  the  present  fiscal  year.  I  have  seen  the 
newspaper  articles  about  what  the  President  has  said.  I  cannot 
agree  with  that,  and  that  is  why  we  are  here  today  looking  for  your 
continued  support  in  the  flood  control  project,  because  we  are  not 
that  far  away  from  construction  general. 

And  I  would  certainly  be  most  happy  to  be  able  to  say  we  are 
now  in  construction  general,  to  the  population  of  Central  Jersey. 
We  do  include  3  counties.  Union,  Middlesex  and  Somerset,  and  all 
three  counties  are  represented  here  today. 

This  is  my  legislative  committee.  They  have  other  chairs,  but  if 
we  want  to  get  involved  in  legislation,  these  are  the — well,  I  am  not 
going  to  say  what  I  thought  at  first — the  heavyweights,  because 
they  are  not  that  heavy,  but  we  are  very  dependent  on  them  very 
much.  And  we  have  the  continued  support  of  the  residents  of 
Central  New  Jersey. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Noble  follows:] 


.  lani 
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Green  Brook  Flood  Control   Commission 


1  1  I  Greenbrook  Road 

Green  Brook,  New  jersey  08812 

(908)  968-2018 


GREEN  BROOK 
I.B.110/I.B.130/I.B.130.1 


TESTIMONJY 

OF 

THE  HON.  VERNON  A.  NOBLE 

CHAIRMAN 

GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL  COMMISSION 

CONCERNING  APPROPRL\TIONS  FOR 

THE  GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

(New  Jersey  -  Raritan  River  Basin  -  Green  Brook  Sub-Basin  Project) 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRL\TIONS 

The  Hon.  John  Meyers,  Chairman 

on 
THURSDAY,  MARCH  23,  1995 

IN  ROOM  2362 
RAYBURN  HOUSE  OFFICE  BUILDING 


SUMMARY 


The  Commission  requests  that  the  Congress  appropriate  $3,600,000  for  the  Project  in  FY 
19%,  to  prepare  for  construction  of  the  Project  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 
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Green  Brook  Flood  Control   Commission 

1  1  I  Greenbrook  Road 

Green  Brook,  New  Jersey  OSS  I  2 

(908)  968-2018 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

My  name  is  Vernon  A.  Noble,  and  I  am  the  Chairman  of  the  Green  Brook  Flood 
Control  Commission.  I  am  here  before  you  today  in  support  of  the  Raritan  River  Basin  - 
Green  Brook  Sub-Basin  project,  which  we  request  be  budgeted  in  FT  1996  for  $3,600,000 
for  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  funds. 

The  Commission  was  established  in  1971,  pursuant  to  an  Act  of  the  New  Jersey 
Legislature,  following  disastrous  flooding  which  took  place  in  the  Green  Brook  Basin  in  the 
late  Summer  of  1971.  That  flood  caused  $72,000,000  in  damages  and  disrupted  the  lives  of 
thousands  of  persons. 

In  the  late  Summer  of  1973,  another  very  severe  storm  struck  the  area,  and  once 
again  thousands  of  persons  were  displaced  from  their  homes.  $75,000,000  damage  was  done 
and  six  persons  lost  their  lives. 

Thanks  to  the  efforts  of  New  Jersey's  Representatives  and  Senators  in  Congress,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1986  to  design  a  solution  to  this  problem 
of  flooding.  The  floods  of  1971  and  1973  were  only  the  most  recent  in  a  long  series  of 
severe  floods.  Flooding  in  this  Sub-Basin  dates  back  to  the  late  1800's  when  they  were  first 
recorded,  and  has  become  more  damaging  as  the  population  of  the  area  has  grown. 

The  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Commission  is  made  up  of  appointed 
representatives  from  Middlesex,  Somerset  and  Union  Counties  in  New  Jersey,  and  from  the 
13  municipalities  within  the  Basin.  This  represents  a  combined  population  of  almost  one- 
quarter  of  a  million  (248,084)  people. 

The  Members  of  the  Commission  are  all  volunteers,  and  for  over  20  years  have 
served,  without  pay,  to  advance  the  cause  of  flood  protection  for  the  Basin.  Throughout  this 
time,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  New  York  District,  has  kept  us  informed  of  the  progress  of 
the  project,  and  a  representative  from  the  Corps  has  been  a  regular  part  of  our  monthly 
public  meetings. 

Thanks  to  the  vigorous  support  of  New  Jersey's  Congressional  Delegation,  the 
Congress  in  1986  authorized  a  comprehensive  flood  control  project  for  the  protection  of  the 
entire  Green  Brook  Basin  at  a  then  established  estimated  cost,  in  1985  dollars,  of 
$203,000,000 

In  1987,  Congress  adopted  Legislation  which  included  a  provision  making  it  clear  to 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  protection  is  to  be  designed  for  the  entire  Green  Brook  Basin, 
rather  than  only  the  lower  portion  of  the  Basin,  as  had  one  time  been  studied  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers. 
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We  believe  that  it  is  essential  that  the  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Project  be  carried 
forward,  and  pursued  vigorously  to  achieve  protection  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  This 
project  is  needed  to  prevent  loss  of  life  and  property,  as  well  as  the  trauma  caused  every 
time  there  is  a  heavy  storm.  We  urgently  request  an  appropriation  for  the  project  in  FY 
19%  of  $3,600,000. 

The  Commission  is  pleased  that  the  Administration  has  included  in  its  FY  19% 
budget  proposal  a  recommendation  of  $3,600,000  for  the  project  for  FY  19%.  We  fully 
support  that  request. 

New  Jersey  has  strongly  reaffirmed  its  support  for  the  project  to  provide  full 
protection  for  all  of  the  people  of  the  Basin.  In  January  1992,  the  New  Jersey  Legislature 
passed  a  Bill,  which  was  signed  by  the  Governor,  establishing  a  program  to  plan  for  the  non- 
Federal  share  for  this  and  other  water  resources  related  projects.  New  Jersey  has 
programmed  budget  money  for  its  share  of  the  project  for  FY  1996. 

The  more  quickly  the  design  of  this  project  is  completed,  the  less  will  be  the  total 
cost,  and  the  sooner  the  project  can  go  to  construction. 

Economics  and  costs  are  of  course  important,  but  personal  human  tragedy,  and  the 
loss  of  life,  is  more  important. 

We  note  that  during  the  past  12  months  the  work  of  the  New  York  District  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  has  substantially  accelerated,  and  we  are  gratified  with  this  development. 
Nevertheless,  the  progress,  we  believe,  can  and  should  be  further  accelerated. 

We  have  studied  and  discussed  the  proposals  by  the  President  for  changes  in  the 
standard  for  Federal  participation  in  projects  such  as  the  Green  Brook  Flood  Control 
Project  in  New  Jersey.  We  believe  that  these  proposed  new  standards,  at  least  insofar  as 
they  apply  to  flood  control  projects,  are  undesirable,  and  we  express  the  hope  that  they  will 
not  be  adopted. 

We  urgently  request  that  the  Congress  provide  an  appropriation  of  $3,600,000  for  the 
Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Project  in  FY  19%. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  for  the  opportunity 
to  present  this  testimony  to  you  today. 


Vernon  A.  Noble,  Chairman 
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Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Commission 

VERNON  A.  NOBLE  '  '  '  GREENBROOK  ROAO 

Green  Brook,  New  jersey  OSS  12 
(908)  968-20t8 

GREEN  BROOK 
I£.110/I.B.130A.B.130.1 


LIST  OF  WITNESSES 

APPEARING  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 
GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL  COMMISSION 

Concerning  Appropriations  for 

THE  GREEN  BROOK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

(New  Jersey  -  Raritan  River  Basin  -  Green  Brook  Sub-Basin  Project) 

Before  the 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 


U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

ON  THURSDAY,  MARCH  23,  1995 

in  Room  2362 
of  the  Raybum  House  Office  Building 


WITNESS  LIST 

The  Hon.  Vernon  A.  Noble,  Chairman,  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Conmiission  and  former 
Surrogate  Judge  of  Somerset  County,  Green  Brook,  New  Jersey 

The  Hon.  B.  Lawrence  Newcomb,  Vice  Chairman,  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Commission, 
and  former  Mayor  of  Scotch  Plains,  New  Jersey 

The  Hon.  Francis  J.  McArdle,  Chairman  of  the  Legislative  Committee  of  the  Green  Brook 
Flood  Control  Commission  and  former  Mayor  of  North  Plainfield  Borough,  North  Plainfield, 
New  Jersey 

The  Hon.  Francis  M.  Meeks  III,  Treasurer,  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Commission  and 
former  Member  of  the  City  Council  of  Plainfield,  Plainfield,  New  Jersey,  and  presently 
Commissioner  of  the  Union  County  Board  of  Taxation,  Plainfield,  New  Jersey 

The  Hon.  Richard  Matuszkiewicz,  Commissioner,  Green  Brook  Flood  Control  Commission, 
and  former  Councilman  of  Middlesex  Borough,  Middlesex,  New  Jersey 

J.B.  Wiley,  Jr.,  P.E.,  P.P.,  Planning  Consultant  to  the  Green  Brook  Flood  Control 
Commission,  Far  Hills,  New  Jersey 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Noble,  I  apologize.  I  have  to  testify  on 
behalf  of  our  Governor. 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  your  colleagues  for  testifying  year  in 
and  year  out.  You  epitomize  what  should  be  the  continued  partner- 
ship of  our  Federal  Government  and  your  commission.  So  I  apolo- 
gize for  my  absence  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Noble.  No  apology  necessary. 

I  might  say  one  word,  two  words — that  I  campaigned  with  his  fa- 
ther in  the  early  1970s.  And  I  expect  to  see  you  on  Saturday  morn- 
ing, because  my  wife  wants  to  bring  the  picture  that  were  taken 
of  your  father  and  I. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  very  kindly. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  say  that  I  know  you  all 
appreciate  Rodney.  He  is  doing  a  top-notch  job  here  already,  and 
we  are  all  looking  forward  to  working  with  him.  And  I  know  you 
are  proud  of  him.  He  will  be  helping  write  this  bill,  as  you  know. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Noble.  It  is  nice  to  hear  that. 

Mr.  Myers  [presiding].  Tom  and  I  served  with  his  dad  also  and 
think  a  lot  of  his  dad.  It  was  tragic  to  lose  his  predecessor,  but  he 
did  a  great  job  on  this  committee.  And  Rodney  is  doing  a  fine  job 
as  well  as  he  chaired  the  committee  for  the  New  Jersey  delegation. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
OHIO  RIVER  NAVIGATION  SYSTEM 
WITNESS 
R.  BARRY  PALMER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  DINAMO 

Mr.  Myers.  Since  we  are  having  an  old  home  week,  we  have  an- 
other long-time  associate. 

Barry  Palmer  from  DINAMO. 

Have  we  all  been  around  too  long? 

Mr.  Palmer.  I  hope  you  and  Mr.  Bevill  are  here  for  a  long,  long 
time  in  the  future  because  the  efforts  that  we  in  the  Ohio  Valley 
have  made  toward  lock  and  dam  modernization  really  would  not 
have  come  to  fruition  without  the  tremendous  support  of  both  of 
you  gentlemen  and  this  subcommittee.  And  we  thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  included  in  the 
record.  You  may  summarize  if  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Palmer.  We  started  with  a  dream  in  1981,  focusing  on  16 
locks  and  dams  that  needed  to  be  replaced  or  needed  major  reha- 
bilitation by  the  turn  of  the  century.  Robert  C.  Byrd  Locks  are  es- 
sentially completed  and  the  Corps  has  been  continuing  with  the  re- 
habilitation with  the  dam.  The  Point  Marion  Project  was  completed 
last  year  and  Grays  Landing  this  year. 

We  want  to  thank  you  for  the  tremendous  support  in  getting  a 
new  construction  start  for  the  projects  on  the  lower  Monongahela 
River.  And  if  we  could  focus  on  a  request,  while  we  are  requesting 
your  continued  support  of  the  projects  that  are  in  the  civil  works 
budget,  but  there  are  two  projects  that  need  a  little  special  boost 
the  next  fiscal  year. 
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One  project  the  McAlpine  Lock  and  Dam  is  ready  for  construc- 
tion. It  is  on  the  Indiana-Kentucky  border.  I  know  both  you  gentle- 
men are  famihar  with  the  project.  And  we  need  to  move  that 
project  into  construction.  And  it  will  require  an  additional  $2  mil- 
lion above  those  budgeted  in  the  President's  budget  for  whatever 
improvements  and  building  relocations  and  things  like  that  to  get 
the  project  under  construction. 

And  also  we  request  your  support  for  funding  of  the  Kentucky 
Lock  Addition  Project.  The  President's  budget  has  not  included 
monies  for  that  project  for  several  years.  But  this  committee  has 
supported  our  request  and  have  provided  funds  and  we  need  an- 
other $2.5  million  to  continue  preconstruction  engineering  and  de- 
sign of  this  project. 

I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  be  able  to  get  this  Kentucky  Lock  Addi- 
tion Project  authorized  in  this  cycle  when  it  occurs. 

We  are  very  grateful  for  your  support,  thank  you  very  much,  and 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  with  you  today. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Palmer  follows:! 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

I  am  Barry  Palmer,  Executive  Director  of  DINAMO,  the 
Association  for  the  Development  of  Inland  Navigation  in  America's 
Ohio  Valley.   DINAMO  is  a  multi-state,  membership  based  association 
of  business  and  industry,  labor,  and  state  government  leaders  from 
the  Ohio  Valley  states,  whose  singular  purpose  is  to  expedite  the 
modernization  of  the  lock  and  dam  infrastructure  on  the  Ohio  River 
navigation  system.   The  governors  of  Illinois,  Indiana,  Kentucky, 
Ohio,  West  Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania  have  appointed  representatives 
on  our  Executive  Committee  and  Board  of  Directors. 

I  am  here  before  this  distinguished  subcommittee  today  to 
request  funding  of  lock  and  dam  modernization  action  in  the  Ohio 
Valley  in  accordance  with  the  full  capability  of  the  US  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.   The  budget  request,  including  the  carryover  of  funds  not 
spent  in  previous  years,  is  $171,222,000.   We  are  requesting  total 
funding  of  $176,222,000.   There  are  three  objectives  that  need 
special  attention:   First,  needed  is  an  additional  $2  million  and  a 
"new  construction  start"  for  the  McAlpine  Lock  Project;  secondly, 
needed  is  funding  of  $2.5  million  for  continued  Pre-construction 
Engineering  and  Design  of  the  Kentucky  Lock  Addition  on  the  Tennessee 
River,  KY;  and  third,  needed  is  an  additional  $1  million  for  the  Ohio 
River  Main  Stem  study. 

Our  request  for  funding  of  lock  and  dam  modernization  action 
in  the  Ohio  Valley  for  Fiscal  1996  is  as  follows:  (Note:  these 
amounts  include  programmed  unobligated  carryover  from  FY  1995.) 

Recommendations  for  Fiscal  Year  1996 

For  the  Robert  C.  Byrd  Locks  mnd  Daa  modification  project, 
formerly  the  Gallipolis  Locks  on  the  Ohio  River,  OH/WV,  $10,000,000 
in  new  funding,  or  $14,316,000  total,  for  continued  construction. 

For  the  WiDfield  Look  Raplaceaent  on  the  Kanawha  River,  WV, 
$11,840,000  in  new  funding,  or  $75,710,000  total,  for  continued 
construction. 

For  the  GlBsted  Looks  and  Dam,  replacing  Locks  and  Dams  52  and 
53  on  the  lower  Ohio  River,  IL/KY,  $32,100,000  in  new  funding,  or 
$55,562,000  total,  for  continued  construction. 

For  improvements  to  Monongahala  Rivar  Locks  and  Dams  2,  3  and 

4,  PA,  $15,000,000  (no  carryover)  to  continue  construction. 

For  the  MoAlpine  Lock  Projact  on  the  Ohio  River,  IN/KY, 
$3,487,000  in  new  funding,  or  $4,117,000  total,  to  initiate 
construction  activities. 

For  the  Maraat  Lock  on  the  Kanawha  River,  WV,  $5,319,000  in 
new  funding,  or  $5,917,000  total,  to  continue  pre-construction 
engineering  and  design. 
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For  the  Kantuoky  Look  Addition  on  the  Tennessee  River,  KY, 
$2,500,000  (no  carryover)  to  continue  pre-construction  engineering 
and  design. 

For  the  Ohio  Rivar  Mainstui  Study,  including  Uniontown, 
Newburgh  and  Cannelton  Locks  and  Dams,  $3,600,000  (no  carryover)  to 
continue  planning. 

You  will  note,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are  requesting  C3.487 
million  in  construction  funding  for  the  MoAlpina  Look  Projaot.   A 
"new  construction  start"  and  the  additional  funding  will  allow  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  engineering  and  design  for  the  lock 
and  bridge  replacement,  as  well  as  award  a  contract  for  wharf 
improvements,  a  construction  office,  and  operation  and  maintenance 
buildings  relocation.   These  work  items  must  be  completed  prior  to 
the  larger  lock  replacement  construction  scheduled  to  begin  in  FY 
1998. 

A  new  McAlpine  Lock  was  authorized  in  the  1990  Water  Resources 
Development  Act.   The  plan  calls  for  replacement  of  the  inactive  56' 
X  360'  lock  and  the  old  110'  x  600'  lock  with  a  new  llO'  x  1,200' 
lock,  resulting  in  twin  110'  x  1,200'  locks  at  the  project. 

Present  and  future  traffic  needs  dictate  construction  of  an 
additional  1200'  lock.   In  1992  commercial  traffic  at  McAlpine  was 
57.653  million  tons  and  is  projected  to  increase  to  72  million  tons 
by  the  year  2000  and  141.6  million  tons  by  the  year  2050.   McAlpine 
is  strategically  located  on  the  Ohio  River  between  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania  —  America's  largest  inland  port  —  and  the  Mississippi 
River,  gateway  to  the  Gulf  in  New  Orleans  and  the  upper  reaches  of 
the  Mississippi  in  Minneapolis/St.  Paul.   Any  scheduled  or 
unscheduled  shutdown  of  the  main  lock  and  subsequent  sustained 
operation  of  the  auxiliary  lock  leads  to  substantial  delays.   For 
example,  the  main  lock  was  closed  for  traffic  for  35  days  in  June  and 
October  1987.   There  were  723  tows  delayed  an  average  of  30  hours  per 
tow,  costing  industry  an  estimated  $4.4  million.   By  the  year  2000 
this  problem  is  expected  to  become  even  more  severe  as  the  auxiliary 
chamber  will  be  relied  upon  to  handle  traffic  levels  that  greatly 
exceed  its  capacity.   These  delays  penalize  Ohio  River  industry  and 
commerce,  and  if  not  corrected  will  retard  our  region's  competitive 
edge  in  a  global  economy. 

DINAMO  has  been  involved  in  the  planning  process  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  for  many  years  with  respect  to  the  McAlpine  improvement 
project.   We  have  particularly  focused  on  the  navigability  and 
operational  safety  of  the  new  lock,  as  well  as  the  compatability  of 
the  project  with  respect  to  future  needs  of  facilities  upstream  and 
downstream.   An  impressive  factor  that  compels  strong  support  for  the 
new  1,200'  lock  is  the  commonality  of  traffic  that  transits  McAlpine 
and  other  locks.   For  example,  nearly  70  percent  of  the  traffic  that 
transits  McAlpine  also  travels  through  Locks  and  Dam  52,  which  will 
be  replaced  by  the  new  Olmsted  Locks  and  Dam.   And  more  than  47 
percent  of  the  traffic  through  the  Robert  C.  Byrd  Locks  and  Dam 
(formerly  Gallipolis)  transits  McAlpine. 
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The  benefits  of  modern  locks  and  dams  at  McAlpine  are  vital  to 
the  distribution  of  the  Ohio  Valley's  commerce  including  coal, 
petroleum,  chemicals,  steel,  aggregates  and  agricultural  products. 
Twenty  states  ship  or  receive  commerce  through  McAlpine.   While  the 
improvement  is  estimated  to  cost  $300  million,  the  average  annual  net 
benefits  are  15.2  million,  with  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio  of  1.8  to  1. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  also  requesting  $2,500,000  for 
Pre-construction  Engineering  and  Design  (PED)  on  the  Kentucky  Lock 
Addition.   The  Administration's  Budget  Request  contains  no  money  for 
this  project.   It  is  imperative  for  the  Tennessee  River  Valley  and 
the  region  that  this  project  proceed  at  full  corps  of  Engineers 
capability.   Until  new  works  can  be  brought  into  service,  continued 
growth  in  this  region  will  be  impeded  by  mounting  congestion  at  the 
inadequate,  single  110'  x  600'  lock  chamber  at  the  Kentucky  Lock. 
The  Kentucky  Lock  is  situated  22  miles  above  the  mouth  and  is  thus 
provides  the  only  economical  waterway  access  from  the  Mississippi, 
Illinois,  Missouri  and  Ohio  Rivers  to  the  Tennessee  River  valley. 
The  entire  652-mile  valley  is  constrained  by  the  Kentucky  Lock. 

Traffic  on  the  Kentucky-Barkley  system  is  projected  to  grow 
from  37.3  million  tons  in  1988  to  50.4  million  tons  by  the  year 
2000.   After  extensive  evaluations,  the  Nashville  District,  US  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  is  recommending  a  new  110'  x  1,200  lock 
constructed  landward  of  the  existing  lock.   The  smaller  chamber  could 
then  be  used  as  an  auxiliary  chamber.   The  fully  funded  cost  of  this 
improvement  is  $661  million  with  annual  net  economic  benefits  of 
$26.5  million,  and  will  have  a  benefit-to-cost  ratio  of  2.0  to  1. 

Next  Mr.  Chairman  we  are  requesting  an  additional  $1  million 
for  the  Ohio  River  Main  Stem  study,  including  the  Uniontown, 
Newburgh,  and  Cannelton  Locks  and  Dams,  for  total  funding  of  $3.6 
million.   This  study  already  has  developed  highly  promising 
innovative  design  concepts  for  extending  existing  600  foot  auxiliary 
locks  on  the  Lower  Ohio  River  to  1200  foot  chambers  at  about 
one-third  the  cost  of  traditionally  designed  1200  foot  locks.   Given 
the  increase  in  both  planned  and  unplanned  maintenance  outages,  these 
design  concepts  will  be  important  to  the  future  navigation  efficiency 
on  the  middle  and  upper  Ohio  River.   The  capability  estimate  will 
extend  these  innovative  designs  to  the  middle  and  upper  Ohio  River. 

The  economic  structure  of  the  Ohio  River  navigation  system 
corridor  has  developed  from  the  investment  of  the  federal  government 
in  constructing,  operating  and  maintaining  our  nation's  lock  and  dam 
infrastructure.   Inland  waterways  investment  strategies  have  involved 
communities  and  governments  and  the  private  sector  as  partners  in 
their  own  destinies.   The  navigation  system  has  been  the  product  of  a 
joint  venture  in  which  the  federal  government  is  just  one  of  the 
parties  that  makes  it  possible.   Other  partners  in  this  joint  venture 
build  and  maintain  the  ports  and  terminals,  elevators,  storage 
facilities,  access  roads,  and  the  manufacturing,  refining  and  other 
plants  that  provide  jobs.   None  of  these  partners  —  including  the 
federal  government  —  could  have  done  it  alone. 
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Additionally  the  inland  waterways  regions  of  the  nation  are 
paying  one-half  of  the  cost  of  modernizing  lock  and  dam  structures 
from  a  fuel  use  tax.   The  tax  is  currently  levied  at  a  rate  of  20 
cents  per  gallon.   These  taxes  are  gathering  in  the  Inland  Waterways 
Trust  Fund. 

Waterways  expenditures  represent  solid  investments  — 
investments  in  people,  investments  in  infrastructure,  investments  in 
America.   The  inland  waterways  are  both  a  model  and  methodology  for 
what  works.   It  has  been  this  nation's  investment  in  inland 
navigation  that  has  allowed  the  interior  regions  to  compete  with 
other  regions  on  a  more  level  playing  field.   For  instance,  the  coal 
in  the  West  Virginia  mountains  has  always  been  there.   But  without 
transportation  this  coal  is  valueless.   Transportation  to  market 
gives  value  to  coal,  ores,  and  raw  materials.   The  less  that 
transport  to  market  costs,  the  more  value  it  adds  —  and  vice-versa. 

Commerce,  like  water,  flows  along  the  lines  of  least 
resistance.   Production  and  industry  have  gravitated  to  the  areas, 
and  along  the  routes,  of  lowest  costs.   The  industrial  and 
agricultural  development  that  has  occurred  along  the  inland  waterway 
system  of  interior  America  has  benefitted  this  Nation  beyond  measure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  three  lock  and  dam  projects,  the  McAlpine 
Lock  project,  the  Kentucky  Lock  Addition,  and  the  Ohio  River  Main 
Stem  study,  along  with  other  regional  lock  and  dam  improvement 
projects,  are  crucial  to  the  economy  of  the  Ohio  Valley.   It  is 
imperative  that  the  funding  levels  outlined  in  the  attached  chart  on 
page  5  are  included  in  the  FY  1996  Appropriations  Act.   We  look 
forward  to  working  with  you  closely  in  the  future  and  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  be  here  today. 
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FY  1996  Pundinq  of  Ohio  Valley  LocK  and  Dam  Modernization  Projects 


FY  1995 

Funding 


Administration's 
FY  1996 
Budget  Request 


Corps' 

FY  1996 

Capability/ 


Construction 


Robert  C.  Byrd  Locks  &  Dam 
Ohio  River,  OH/WV 


S  23,000,000 


$  14,316,000 


Grays  Landing  Lock  &  Dam 
Monongahela  River,  PA 


S  16,970,000 


Point  Marion  Lock 
Monongahela  River,  PA 

Winfield  Lock 
Kanawha  River,  wv 

Olmsted  Locks  &  Dara 
Ohio  River,  IL/KY 

Locks  &  Dams  2 ,  3  ,  i  4 
Monongahela  River,  PA 

McAlpine  Lock 
Ohio  River,  IN/KY 


General  Investigations 

Pre-construction  Engineering  and  Design 


S  0 

S  89,000,000 
S  68,500,000 
S   4,148,000 


$  75,710,000+ 


S  55,562,000-1 


S  15,000,000 


McAlpine  Lock 
Ohio  River,  IN/KY 


3, 126, 000 


$  75,710,000 

$  55,562,000 

S  15,000,000 
S   2,000,000# 

S   2,117,000 


Locks  &  Dams  2,  3 
Monongahela  River 


Marmet  Lock 
Kanawha  River,  wv 


4 , 522 , 000     S   5,917, OOOh 


$   5,917,000 


Kentucky  Lock  Addition 
Tennessee  River,  KY 


2,500,000/ 


Ohio  River  Main  Stem  Study   S_ 
Uniontown/Newburgh/Cannelton 


2,800,000 


TOTALS : 


2,600,000 


$217,918,000     $171,222,000 


3,600,000# 


$176,722,000 


*   Included  programmed  unobligated  carryover  scheduled  to  be  expended 
in  FY  1995.   Budget  for  FY  1995  was  $13,000,000  at  Robert  C.  Byrd; 
$51,000,000  at  Winfield;  $6,970,000  at  Grays  Landing;  and  $26,000,000 
at  Olmsted. 


**   The  Point  Marion  Lock 
completed  in  FY  1995. 


complete;  Grays  Landing 


+   Includes  programmed  unobligated  carryover  scheduled  to  be  expended 
in  FY  1996.   Budget  amounts  for  these  projects  are  $10,000,000  at 
Robert  C.  Byrd;  $11,840,000  at  Winfield;  $32,100,000  at  Olmsted; 
$1,487,000  at  McAlpine;  and  $5,319,000  at  Marmet. 

/   "Capability"  is  a  Corps  of  Engineers  term  representing  a  level  of 
work  that  could  be  achieved  without  financial  restraints.   Corps  of 
Engineers  public  documents  indicate  that  funding  in  line  with 
capability  is  applicable  to  Ohio  River  Navigation  System 
modernization  projects.   In  short,  the  McAlpine  Lock  project  is  ready 
for  construction:  an  additional  $2  million  is  needed  to  construct 
wharf  improvements,  a  construction  office,  and  operation  and 
maintenance  building  relocation,  in  addition  to  continue  engineering 
and  design  of  the  new  lock  and  bridge  replacement.    In  the  case  of 
the  Kentucky  Lock  Addition  project,  no  monies  were  budgeted  for 
Pre-construction  Engineering  and  Design.   $2.5  million  is  needed  to 
continue  PED.   On  the  Ohio  River  Main  Stem  study,  an  additional  $1 
million  above  the  budgeted  level  would  extend  innovative  design 
concepts  on  the  middle  and  upper  Ohio  River. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  your  help  once 
again. 

You  might  provide  for  us  at  some  point  where  the  Corps  is  want- 
ing to  slow  down  the  McAlpine  Project.  They  don't  think  they  are 
ready  to  go  to  construction.  If  you  could  give  us  the  some  more  in- 
formation later  on,  that  would  be  helpful.  It  seems  that  they  want 
to  drag  their  feet.  There  is  some  redesigning  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Palmer.  They  are  having  trouble  spending  monies  that  are 
appropriated  in  construction.  There  is  a  lot  of  monies  carried  over 
from  previous  years  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  So  we  think  they  are 
doing  a  pretty  good  job.  And  we  are  very  proud  of  the  work  that 
they  do,  but  they  are  having  a  little  difficulty  with  some  of  this 
stuff. 

Thank  you  very  much. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
ESHDIANA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  PETER  J.  VISCLOSKY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  now  hear  from  our  Hoosier  colleague.  Con- 
gressman Visclosky  from  the  First  District  of  Indiana. 

Mr.  Visclosky.  Thank  you. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  my  entire  statement  will  be  entered 
into  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Visclosky.  I  would  want  to  extend  my  warm  thanks  to  both 
yourself  as  well  as  to  Mr.  Bevill  and  Members  of  this  committee. 
During  the  last  10  years,  you  have  been  very  considerate  of  the 
people  and  the  projects  that  we  have  under  way  in  Northwest  Indi- 
ana. 

The  people  that  I  represent  today  are  safer,  they  are  more  pro- 
ductive and  our  environment  has  been  improved  because  of  the 
kindness  and  consideration  that  the  gentleman  before  me  have 
shown  to  them,  as  well  as  the  Members  of  the  committee.  And  I 
do  want  to  let  you  know  I  am  very  grateful  for  that. 

Mr.  Visclosky.  Secondly,  I  am  here  to  express  the  support  for 
the  items  included  in  the  President's  budget  as  they  refer  to  north- 
west Indiana  and  would  hope,  given  the  tremendous  demands  on 
the  resources  of  this  subcommittee,  that  those  could  be  retained  in 
the  committee's  mark. 

The  third,  in  my  testimony,  two  projects  that  have  been  of  long- 
standing interest  and  again  have  been  funded  by  this  subcommit- 
tee. Lake  George  and  Cady  Marsh,  I  think  continue  to  merit  your 
consideration. 

The  final  point  is  one  that  I  would  like  to  talk  on  for  a  moment 
or  two,  and  that  is  the  Indiana  shoreline  erosion  project  that  was 
authorized  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.  The 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  structures  at  the  Michigan  City  Harbor 
intercept  littoral  drift,  causing  significant  erosion  to  the  west  along 
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the  Indiana  Dunes  National  Lakeshore.  In  response  to  numerous 
complaints  placed  by  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior  and  using  funds  provided  by  this  subcommittee, 
the  Army  Corps  has  developed  a  mitigation  program  of  beach  nour- 
ishment through  initial  placement  of  264,500  cubic  yards  of  suit- 
able beach  material  and  periodic  beach  nourishment  of  264,000 
cubic  yards  at  five-year  intervals. 

The  general  design  management  of  the  project  was  completed  in 
May  of  1990  and  plans  and  specifications  should  be  completed  by 
September  30th  of  this  year.  The  next  funding  increment  to  com- 
plete the  baseline  monitoring  program  and  initiate  construction  is 
1 1,5  million  and  that  will  be  the  request  for  the  fiscal  year  before 
us. 

Unfortunately,  the  harbor  structures  at  Michigan  City  have 
caused  serious  erosion  along  miles  of  this  beautiful  and  significant 
shoreline,  including  at  Mount  Baldy,  one  of  the  highest  dunes  in 
the  park  and  a  center  for  park  visitation.  Dune  bluff  recession 
rates  have  averaged  10  feet  per  year  and  have  recently  been  as 
high  as  20  to  30  feet  per  year  during  peak  high  lake  levels.  Respon- 
sibility for  mitigating  the  impact  of  Michigan  City's  harbor  struc- 
tures rests  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

And  again,  I  would  appreciate  this  committee  giving  serious  con- 
sideration to  the  request. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Visclosky  follows:] 


PETER  J   VISCLOSKY 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATION 
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Congrejig  of  tfje  IBnitth  States; 

jl^oufif  of  JRrpresientatibcg 
aaatfljington,  M€  20515-1401 


TESTIMONY  OF  REP.  PETE  VISCLOSKY  (D-IN)  BEFORE  THE  "' 
APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
March,  23,  1995 


Thank  you  Chairman  Myers,  Mr.  Bevill  and  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  for  allowing  me  to  testify  today.    I  want  to  especially 
thank  you  for  the  support  for  provided  Indiana's  First  Congressional 
District  in  the  past.    Today,  I  want  to  discuss  several  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  projects  that  are  in  progress  in  Northwest  Indiana. 

First,  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  subcommittee's  attention  the 
Indiana  Shoreline  Erosion  project  which  was  authorized  in  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.    Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
structures  at  the  Michigan  City  Harbo^  intercept  littoral  drift  causing 
significant  erosion  to  the  west  along  the  Indiana  Dunes  National 
Lakeshore.    In  response  to  numerous  complaints  placed  by  the 
National  Park  Service  and  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  using  funds 
provided  by  this  subcommittee,  the  Army  Corps  has  developed  a 
mitigation  program  of  beach  nourishment  through  initial  placement  of 
264,500  cubic  yards  of  suitable  beach  material  and  periodic  beach 
nourishment  of  264,000  cubic  yards  at  5-year  intervals. 

The  General  Design  Management  of  the  project  was  completed 
in  May,  1990  and  plans  and  specifications  should  be  complete  by 
September  30,  1995.    The  next  funding  increment  to  complete  the 
baseline  monitoring  program  and  initiate  construction  is  $1.5  million. 
I  am  asking  the  subcommittee  to  provide  these  funds  to  allow  the 
project  to  continue. 

Two  million  visitors  come  to  the  Indiana  Dunes  National 
Lakeshore  every  year,  most  to  study  and  enjoy  its  1  5  miles  of  dune- 
graced  shoreline.    Unfortunately,  the  harbor  structures  at  Michigan 
City  have  caused  serious  erosion  along  miles  of  this  beautiful  and 
significant  shoreline,  including  at  Mount  Baldy,  one  of  the  highest 
dunes  in  the  park  and  a  center  for  park  visitation.    Dune  bluff 
recession  rates  have  averaged  10  feet  per  year  and  have  recently 
been  as  high  as  20  and  30  feet  per  year  during  high  lake  levels. 
Responsibility  for  mitigating  the  impact  of  Michigan  City's  harbor 
structures  rests  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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I  also  ask  that  the  subcommittee  include  $212,000  for  the  Lake 
George  Fish  and  Wildlife  Restoration  Project  --  the  same  level  as  last 
year's  appropriation.    These  funds  will  allow  for  completion  of  the 
Army  Corps'  General  Design  Memorandum  by  September  1996,  and 
the  initiation  of  work  on  plans  and  specifications.    The  purpose  of  this 
project  is  to  restore  the  quality  of  Lake  George  by  removing  an 
unquantified  amount  of  silt,  aquatic  grown  and  other  materials  that 
have  accumulated  in  the  lake.    The  project  includes  flood  control, 
environmental  enhancement,  and  recreation  for  an  area  that  comprises 
the  282-acre  Lake  George,  Turkey  Creek,  and  Deep  River  in  the 
vicinity  of  Hobart  and  upstream  to  Lake  Station,  Indiana. 

The  Cady  Marsh  Ditch  project  in  Calumet  township  is  in  need  of 
an  $150,000  appropriation,  again  the  same  level  as  last  year,  to 
complete  the  General  Design  Memorandum  by  September  1996.  This 
project  provides  for  the  widening  and  deepening  of  1,290  feet  of  the 
existing  Cady  Marsh  ditch  channel  that  suffers  from  chronic  flooding 
affecting  homes  and  roadways.  This  project  will  prevent  annual  flood 
damage  averaging  $823,000. 


In  addition,  I  would  like  to  express  my  strong  support  for  several 
flood  control  and  erosion  projects  that  were  included  in  the  President 
Clinton's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget: 

The  Little  Calumet  River  Flood  Control  Project  has  been  included  in 
the  President's  budget  at  a  level  of  $5  million.    If  these  funds 
are  provided  work  will  be  allowed  to  continue:    on  levee 
construction,  on  non-structural  demolition;  and,  on  plans  and 
specifications  preparation  for  the  west  reach  levees.    The  Little 
Calumet  River  Flood  Control  Project  will  ultimately  involve  the 
construction  of  22  miles  of  levee  and  floodwalls,  a  control 
structure,  13  pumping  plants,  channel  and  bridge  modifications, 
floodproofing  53  residential  structures,  constructing  recreation 
trails  and  facilities,  and  implementing  a  flood  warning  system. 
When  completed,  the  project  will  prevent  an  estimated  $11.8 
million  in  average  annual  flood  damage. 
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The  Burns  Waterway  Harbor  is  slated  to  receive  two  appropriations 
under  President  Clinton's  request:  $4  million  to  continue  nnajor 
rehabilitation  project  of  the  existing  breakwater;  and  $1,545,000 
for  routine  operations  and  maintenance  at  the  harbor. 

The  existing  breakwater  at  Burns  International  Harbor  was  built 
in  1965  to  allow  vessels  to  safely  serve  the  harbor  during  rough 
weather  conditions.    Over  the  years,  the  breakwater  has 
deteriorated,  threatening  vessels  serving  the  harbor  during 
inclement  weather.    As  a  result,  vessels  have  been  loosened 
from  their  mooring  causing  serious  damage  to  the  terminal 
facility  and  to  the  barges  and  ocean  going  ships.    As  I  reported 
to  the  subcommittee  last  year,  two  barges  have  sunk  as  a  result 
of  the  faulty  breakwater  and  the  facility  was  declared  an  "unsafe 
harbor"  by  a  Federal  court. 

As  a  result,  in  last  year's  appropriations  legislation.  Congress 
approved  $1.6  million  in  construction  funds  to  begin  to  address 
this  serious  disruption  to  commerce,  and  safety  hazard  to 
dockside  and  on-board  personnel.    I  hope  the  subcommittee  will 
have  the  resources  to  allow  this  very  important  project  to 
continue. 

The  Burns  Waterway  Small  Boat  Harbor  project  in  Portage,  Indiana 
requires  $95,000  to  perform  a  condition  survey  and  routine 
maintenance  of  existing  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  structures. 
The  Administration  has  included  this  request  in  its  budget  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996. 

The  Little  Calumet  River  Basin,  Calumet  Township  study  received  its 
first  funding  increment  in  last  year's  appropriations  bill.    The 
Army  Corps  is  prepared  to  initiate  the  study  in  April  and  plans  to 
complete  the  report  by  September  30,  1996.    This  FY  1996 
request  of  $100,000  will  provide  full  funding  for  the  study. 

The  authorized  Calumet  Township  study  area  is  comprised  of 
expansive,  flat  land  with  an  estimated  1  70  homes  and  several 
transportation  arteries  running  parallel  to  the  flood  zone.    At  this 
location,  Cady  Marsh  Ditch  has  limited  room  to  expand  and  is 
subject  to  frequent  floods. 
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The  Administration  proposed  $60,000  to  complete  the  Initial  Project 
Management  Plan  and  to  execute  the  Feasibility  Cost  Sharing 
Agreement  associated  with  the  Little  Calumet  River  Basin  Dyer 
study.    Dyer,  Indiana  is  a  small  town  located  immediately  east  of 
the  Indiana-Illinois  state  line.    Overbank  flooding  of  both  Dyer's 
Hart  ditch  and  Dyer  Ditch  is  increasingly  common. 

The  Flood  Insurance  Administration  has  estimated  that  600 
structures  and  more  than  $50  million  in  property  are  at  risk.    In 
addition,  because  floodwater  typically  takes  4-5  days  to  drain, 
the  impact  of  flooding  on  the  area's  transportation  routes  is 
significant. 

As  requested  by  the  Clinton  Administration,  the  Indiana  Harbor  Project 
requires  $320,000  for  dredging  studies  and  confined  disposal 
facility  design.    This  long-term  project  provides  for  dredging  of 
the  entire  Federal  navigation  channel  at  Indiana  Harbor  and  Canal 
to  authorized  depths  ranging  from  22  to  29  feet.    The  dredged 
material  will  be  placed  in  a  confined  disposal  facility.    While 
most  of  the  dredgings  are  classified  as  polluted,  there  are  two 
"hot  spots"  of  concentrated  polychlorinated  biphenyl  (PCBs).    a 
suitable  containment  facility  must  be  constructed  before 
dredging  can  begin. 

The  Beverly  Shores  Flood  Control  project,  for  which  the  Clinton 
Administration  has  requested  $35,000,  requires  routing 
operations  and  maintenance  repairs  on  the  13,000  feet  of  stone 
revetment  protecting  the  town  of  Beverly  Shores,  Indiana  from 
erosion. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  express  my  sincere  thanks  to  the  members 
of  the  Subcommittee  for  the  strong  support  you  have  shown 
Northwest  Indiana  in  the  past.    I  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
this  year  and  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Pete.  Of  course  knowing  appropria- 
tions like  you  do,  you  understand  some  of  the  problems  we  are  hav- 
ing this  year.  We  haven't  seen  the  budget  yet.  With  the  President's 
budget  alone,  and  realizing  the  austere  attitude,  we  have  some  real 
problems  so  we  will  work  with  you  of  course. 

Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Peter,  I  was  just  going  to  say,  we  don't  know  what 
we  can  do  but  we  certainly  will  work  with  you  on  it. 

Mr.  ViSCLOSKY.  I  understand  and  appreciate  it  very  much. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
INDIANA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

THE  HON.  LEE  HAMILTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Myers.  Staying  in  Indiana,  our  colleague,  Mr.  Hamilton,  we 
would  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you.  One  at  a  time  here.  Your  pre- 
pared statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record.  You  may  continue  as 
you  care,  Lee. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate it  and  thank  you  for  the  cooperation  you  have  extended  to  me 
in  the  past.  Three  projects. 

First,  a  million  dollars  for  design  and  repair  work  on  six  flood 
control  protection  projects  on  the  Ohio  River. 

Second,  a  million  dollars  for  additional  study,  design  work  on  the 
greenway  corridor.  That  is  a  very  exciting  project  that  is  taking 
place  in  southern  Indiana  to  convert  the  Ohio  River  Bank  into  a 
most  attractive  park  and  greenway.  A  lot  of  the  work  has  already 
been  spent  locally.  This  design  money  is  terribly  important  to  keep 
the  project  moving  along. 

And  then  third,  $4.1  million  for  design  and  construction  work  on 
the  McAlpine  Locks  and  Dam  project,  which  is  of  course  part  of  a 
major  reconstruction  of  the  Ohio  River  navigational  project. 

Regarding  the  flood  protection  projects,  you  provided  money  two 
years  ago  for  a  reconnaissance  study  and  that  has  been  completed 
now.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  requested  $275,000  for  a  feasibil- 
ity study.  I  am  asking  for  an  additional  $750,000,  so  move  it  up 
to  a  million  dollars,  and  that  money  is  to  begin  repair  work  on  the 
projects. 

And  then  the  Ohio  River  Greenway  Project.  I  have  already  indi- 
cated what  I  think  the  importance  of  that  is.  I  am  requesting  that 
for  design  work  on  the  project.  Construction  work  is  not  going  to 
begin  until  1998,  but  the  design  work  is  clearly  necessary  to  move 
us  towards  that  goal. 

I  don't  think  I  need  to  say  much  about  the  McAlpine  Locks  and 
Dams  because  I  think  you  are  very  familiar  with  that.  I  under- 
stand the  constraints  you  are  under,  constraints  and  restraints, 
and  yet  I  put  these  forward  as  important  projects  in  my  district. 
I  hope  you  will  be  able  to  give  them  favorable  consideration. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hamilton  follows:] 


'  EE  H.  HAMILTON 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee.  Thank  you  for 
providing  me  with  an  opportunity  to  testify  today  in  support  of 
projects  of  particular  importance  to  the  Ninth  Congressional  District 
of  Indiana. 

First,  I  request  $1  million  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  design  and 
repair  work  on  six  flood  protection  projects  along  the  Ohio  River. 

Second,  I  seek  $1  million  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  continued 
design  work  on  a  greenway  corridor  along  the  Ohio  River  in  New  Albany, 
Clarksville,  and  Jef fersonville,  Indiana. 

Third,  I  request  $4.1  million  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  design  and 
construction  work  on  the  McAlpine  Locks  and  Dam  project. 

Ohio  River  flood  protection  projects 

I  request  $1  million  for  design  and  repair  work  on  six  major 
flood  protection  projects  along  the  Ohio  River  in  southern  Indiana. 

The  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1994 
included  $400,000  for  a  reconnaissance  study  to  examine  the  six  Ohio 
River  flood  protection  projects  built  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  from 
1943  to  1954  and  operated  and  maintained  by  the  cities  of  Lawrenceburg, 
Jef f ersonville-Clarksville,  New  Albany,  Cannelton,  Tell  City,  and 
Evansville. 


The  reconnaissance  study  has  been  completed,  and  is  now  under 
final  review  at  the  Corps.  The  total  cost  for  rehabilitation  work  on 
the  six  projects  is  estimated  to  be  $2.8  million 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  requested  $275,000  in  its  FY  1996 
budget  for  a  feasibility  study  on  the  repair  work.  I  request  that  the 
Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee  redirect  this  funding  to  design  and 
repair  work  on  the  six  projects,  and  provide  an  additional  $750,000  for 
these  efforts.  The  total  appropriation  request ,  therefore,  equals  $1 
million.  Given  the  limited  cost  and  scope  of  the  repair  work,  I 
believe  the  proposed  feasibility  study  would  be  unnecessary. 


I   intend 


seek  additional  funding 


subsequent  years 
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complete  repair  work  on  the  projects.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  Corps  has  authority  under  existing  law  to  proceed  with  repair  work 
on  these  projects. 

I  hope  that  the  Subcommittee  would  consider  providing  the  funding 
without  the  customary  local  match.  First,  the  repairs  involve  more 
than  ordinary  operation  and  maintenance  work,  for  which  the  local 
communities  would  be  responsible;  rather,  the  repairs  involve  replacing 
deteriorated  features  which  have  outlived  their  design  life,  such  as 
sliplining  culverts  and  replacing  switchgears  .  Second,  the  local  match 
requirement  would  impose  a  significant  burden  on  the  five  communities 
which  operate  and  maintain  the  flood  control  projects. 

Ohio  River  Greenway 

I  an-i  also  seeking  Si  million  for  continued  design  work  on  the 
Chio  River  Greenway. 

The  greenway  is  an  important  project  for  ray  congressional 
district.  It  will  include  appropriate  components  at  the 
Jeff  ersonviile-Clarksville-NevAlbany  waterfront ,  and  provide  residents 
and  visitors  with  better  access  to  this  scenic  riverfront  corridor  and 
its  various  attractions,  including  the  Falls  of  the  Ohio,  the 
Louisville  skyline,  the  McAlpine  Locks  and  Dam,  and  the  historic 
districts  along  the  riverfront. 

The  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1993 
redirected  5500,000  for  the  Corps  to  prepare  a  master  plan  for  the 
greenway.   The  master  plan  has  been  completed. 

The  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995 
included  an  additional  $500,000  to  prepare  an  environmental  assessment 
on  the  greenway;  perform  a  Phase  II  HTRW  (hazardous,  toxic  and 
radiological  waste)  investigation;  and  initiate  detailed  design  work 
on  the  greenway.   These  efforts  are  now  under  way. 

The  funding  I  am  requesting  for  FY  1996  will  be  used  for 
continued  design  work  on  the  project.  Construction  would  not  begin 
until  FY  1998.  It  is  my  understanding  that  appropriate  study 
authorities  exist  for  continued  design  work  on  the  greenway  project. 

McAlpine  Locks  and  Dcun 

I  am  also  seeking  a  total  of  $4,117  million  for  work  on  the 
McAlpine  Locks  and  Dam  Improvement  Project.  This  project  is  of  great 
importance  to  Indiana  and  Kentucky. 

As  you  know,  the  President ' s  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996  included 
$2,117  million  for  continued  Preconstruct ion  Engineering  and  Design 
(PED)  on  the  oroject  '$630, 300  of  that  amount  is  carryover  funding  from 
FY  199d>  . 

I  am  seeking  an  additional  $2  million  to  initiate  construction 
on  the  project.  This  funding  would  allow  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
award  a  contract  for  wharf  improvements,  a  construction  office,  and 
relocation  of  maintenance  buildings.  These  construction  items  must  be 
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completed  before  the  larger  lock  replacement  work  begins  in  FY  1998. 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1990  authorized  the 
removal  of  the  existing  360-foot  and  600-foot  lock  chambers. 
Replacement  of  these  two  older  locks  with  a  new  1,200-foot  by  110- 
foot  single  lift  lock  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  the  year  2001. 
This  modernization  effort  will  provide  two  parallel  1,200-foot  locks. 

The  improvements  will  reduce  bottlenecks  in  the  system,  improve 
lock-through  safety,  and  handle  anticipated  commercial  barge  traffic 
through  2050.  Commercial  traffic  at  the  McAlpine  Locks  and  Dam  is 
expected  to  reach  75  million  tons  per  year  by  2000  and  141  million 
tons  per  year  by  2050. 

Conclusion 

These  projects  are  of  critical  importance  to  my  district,  to 
Indiana  and  to  the  region.  I  want  to  be  helpful  to  Indiana  residents 
and  officials  in  moving  these  projects  forward.  I  urge  your  approval 
of  them. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Tom,  do  you  have  anything? 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  certainly  work  with  you  as  we  always  do. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  You  have  in  the  past  and  I  have  appreciated 
that.  I  know  you  will  now. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Appreciate  your  fine  presentation,  Lee. 

Mr.  Myers.  Are  the  shoals  done  now  finally,  the  shoals,  the  Ohio 
River  shoals? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  I  will  tell  you,  John,  there  is  a  tremendous  mu- 
seum there  now  that  overlooks  the  falls  of  the  Ohio.  That  has  been 
put  in  with  largely  state,  some  Federal  money.  That  is  right  at  this 
greenway  project,  and  eventually  we  will  have  a  greenway  there 
that  will  rival  the  Potomac  here  in  Washington  if  we  keep  pursuing 
it  year  after  year  and  convert  that  Ohio  River  Valley,  which  is  real- 
ly one  of  the  great  scenic  river  valleys  in  the  country.  We  will  be 
able  to  capitalize  on  the  natural  beauty  of  it  and  put  these  kinds 
of  projects  in.  They  are  very  important  projects. 

Mr.  Bevill.  How  far  are  you  from  the  Gallopolis  Lock  and  Dam? 
Long  ways? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Oh,  gosh.  Yes,  long  ways.  We  are  right  at  Louis- 
ville, Kentucky  there. 

Mr.  Myers.  Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  mentioned  the  Ohio  River.  I  always  think  of 
that  one  because  we  used  to  call  that  "that  old  expensive  dam," 
cost  over  $300  million. 

Mr.  Myers.  Right  on  the  curve.  On  the  Kentucky  side,  you  have 
done  a  great  job  in  the  city  of  Louisville.  Have  you  been  down  there 
to  see? 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Yes.  They  are  clearing  out  too  all  long  the  river 
bank  in  Louisville  and  they  are  continuing  to  put  parks  in  there. 
They  ripped  out  a  junkyard  and  a  number  of  other  projects,  so 
there  are  some  very  nice  developments  happening  there  which  I 
think  will  enhance  the  quality  of  life  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  mentioned  moving  the  McAlpine  Lock  and  Dam 
to  construction.  This  committee  is  interested  in  doing  that  but  the 
Corps  is  reluctant  to,  say  they  have  more  work  to  do  before  they 
move. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  They  want  the  money  for  design,  further  design 
work,  I  guess. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  working  with  them  on  that. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  You  work  with  them  on  that  and  the  local  folks 
there  think  they  can  get  beyond  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  Barry  Palmer  back  there  just  testified.  He  urged 
also,  everyone  has.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Hamilton.  Thank  you. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
FIRE  ISLAND  INLET,  NEW  YORK 

WITNESS 

THE  HON.  RICK  LAZIO,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  would  be  pleased  to  hear  from  our 
colleague  from  New  York,  Rick  Lazio.  Your  prepared  statement  will 
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be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  continue  for  the  next  five  min- 
utes however  you  wish. 

Mr.  Lazio.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  just  want  to  begin  by  thanking  the  Chairman  and  this  sub- 
committee, in  particular  the  Ranking  Member,  Mr.  Bevill,  for  giv- 
ing me  the  opportunity  to  speak  before  you  and  also  for  your  past 
assistance  and  consideration.  You  have  been  very  kind  and  have 
had  a  sensitive  ear  to  some  of  the  projects  that  I  have  brought  be- 
fore you  before. 

As  you  may  know,  part  of  my  district  lies  along  the  New  York's 
Atlantic  coast.  Like  coastal  areas  in  many  parts  of  the  country,  the 
barrier  islands  along  the  coast  of  my  district  have  been  hit  ex- 
tremely hard  by  the  storms  of  the  past  few  winters  and  remain  in 
a  delicate  state,  vulnerable  to  breaches  and  overwashes.  Frankly 
we  have  had  a  few  very  recently.  But  thankfully  this  winter  was 
relatively  mild,  but  past  damage  has  never  been  corrected  and  a 
storm  of  any  magnitude  could  be  devastating  to  the  mainland  of 
Long  Island. 

The  barrier  islands  protect  Long  Island  in  the  same  manner  that 
the  levees  on  the  Mississippi  River  protect  the  river  towns.  A  vul- 
nerable barrier  island  system  cannot  protect  Long  Island's  south 
shore,  which  has  a  multi-billion  dollar  economy  and  significant 
public  infrastructure.  The  barriers  afford  protection  to  the  fresh- 
water wetlands  and  the  waters  of  the  back  bays,  thus  nurturing 
the  clamming  and  fishing  industries. 

Furthermore,  Fire  Island,  Jones  Island,  Long  Beach  Island  and 
the  rest  of  Long  Island's  barrier  system  provide  recreation  for  the 
citizens  of  Long  Island  and  tourists  from  all  over  the  world,  and  as 
the  tourism  industry  is  the  largest  employer  on  Long  Island  with 
over  30,000  jobs,  loss  of  this  vital  resource  will  mean  loss  of  jobs. 

While  the  President's  budget  recommends  that  the  Army  Corps 
get  out  of  the  business  of  local  flood  and  shore  protection,  I  believe 
the  Army  Corps  has  a  cost-effective  and  justifiable  role  in  these 
projects.  Savings  can  surely  be  made  in  the  way  the  Corps  carries 
out  its  mission,  but  the  mission  itself  is  vital  to  the  Nation's  coastal 
communities  and  it  is  not  one  that  can  be  transferred  to  state  or 
local  governments.  The  shoreline  protection  projects  the  Corps  is 
involved  in  are  vitally  important  to  the  livelihood  of  the  commu- 
nities they  seek  to  protect  and  often  end  up  saving  the  taxpayers 
money  in  the  long  run. 

One  prime  example  of  the  high  cost  that  can  result  from  inaction 
is  taking  place  in  Westhampton,  Long  Island,  which  is  just  outside 
of  my  district  in  the  first  CD  now  represented  by  Congressman 
Mike  Forbes,  formerly  George  Hochbrueckner.  The  nor'easters  of 
December  1992  caused  a  breach  at  Westhampton  that  would  have 
cost  in  the  thousands  of  dollars  to  close  if  it  was  done  immediately. 
However,  no  immediate  action  was  taken.  The  project  is  now  cost- 
ing the  taxpayers  millions  of  dollars  in  further  property  damage 
and  extra  expenses. 

To  help  avoid  more  Westhamptons  along  New  York's  coastline,  I 
seek  funding  for  two  shore  protection  projects  that  have  been  fund- 
ed by  this  committee  in  the  past  and  I  thank  them  for  that.  In  ad- 
dition, they  have  the  support  of  the  President  and  have  been  in- 
cluded in  his  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request. 
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Congressman  Mike  Forbes,  my  neighbor  in  the  first  CD,  and  a 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  also  recognizes  the  im- 
portance of  the  coasthne  and  regional  economy  and  the  ecology, 
and  he  shares  my  support  of  these  projects  and  the  role  the  Corps 
plays  in  them. 

The  first  project  would  provide  New  York  with  accurate,  real 
time  information  on  its  coastal  processes.  Many  coastal  States  al- 
ready have  monitoring  systems  in  place  and  such  a  system  is  es- 
sential for  New  York.  A  federally  funded  monitoring  system  was 
authorized  for  New  York  in  1992  in  the  Water  Resources  Develop- 
ment Act,  and  appropriations  have  been  made  over  the  past  two 
years  to  initiate  the  implementation. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  $400,000  was  included  in  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  appropriations  bill  for  this  program.  Last  year, 
the  appropriation  was  increased  to  $1  million.  As  the  authorization 
states,  successful  implementation  will  take  $1.4  million  for  up  to 
five  years  at  which  time  the  State  of  New  York  will  take  over  fund- 
ing and  the  program  implementation.  The  President  has  included 
the  full  $1.4  million  for  this  program  in  his  fiscal  year  1996  budget 
request,  and  I  would  ask  that  you  too  include  this  appropriation  of 
this  amount  in  the  1996  Energy  and  Water  Development  appro- 
priations bill. 

The  second  project  I  ask  you  to  consider  has  also  been  requested 
by  the  President.  This  project,  the  reformulation  study  of  the  area 
for  Montauk  Point,  one  of  the  places  of  the  earliest  lighthouses  in 
the  Nation,  to  the  Fire  Island  inlet,  will  provide  valuable  long-term 
information  on  the  coastal  processes  of  Long  Island's  south  shore. 
It  is  expected  to  take  approximately  10  years  and  $14  million  to 
complete  but  it  is  essential. 

Over  the  past  two  years,  a  total  of  $5  million  has  been  appro- 
priated by  this  committee  for  the  reformulation  study.  This  has 
provided  important  information  and  will  lay  the  groundwork  for  es- 
sential interim  projects  needed  to  shore  up  Long  Island's  coastline 
and  ensure  that  they  are  cost-effective  and  preventative.  The  fiscal 
year  1996  segment  of  the  study  will  cost  $2.18  million,  and  I  urge 
you  to  include  this  request  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  Energy  and 
Water  Appropriations  bill. 

Moving  away  from  flood  protection,  the  final  project  I  seek  the 
committee's  support  for  is  for  a  navigation  project.  The  waterways 
involved,  Reynolds  Channel  and  the  New  York  State  Boat  Channel, 
run  through  the  western  portion  of  my  district,  part  of  Congress- 
man Peter  King's  district  and  part  of  Congressman  Dan  Frisa's  dis- 
trict, the  Fourth  Congressional  District. 

The  State  and  local  municipalities  have  only  been  able  to  main- 
tain these  waterways  on  a  limited  basis,  causing  safety  concerns 
among  the  parties  that  use  them.  Subsequently,  the  State  and  local 
municipalities  have  sought  Federal  assistance.  A  request  for  an  ap- 
propriation of  $170,000  has  been  included  in  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1996  budget  in  order  to  complete  the  reconnaissance  phase 
and  initiate  the  feasibility  phase. 

There  is  strong  local  interest  and  support  in  improving  naviga- 
tion all  along  the  Re3molds  Channel  and  the  New  York  State  Boat 
Channel.  These  waterways  provide  important  thoroughfares  for 
large  volumes  of  industrial  and  commercial  traffic.  I  urge  you  to  in- 
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elude  this  request  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  Energy  and  Water  devel- 
opment bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  time  of  tight  budgets  on  every  level,  as  a 
member  of  the  Budget  Committee,  I  understand  the  fiscal  con- 
straints that  you  face.  I  agree  that  every  expenditure  must  pass 
stringent  economic  tests  and  I  am  confident  that  upon  examination, 
expenditure  for  these  projects  will  pass  such  tests. 

The  importance  of  the  waterways  and  the  barrier  islands  to 
homes  and  businesses  in  Long  Island  and  New  York  and  the  Na- 
tion cannot  be  stressed  enough.  As  Westhampton  has  taught  us, 
the  establishment  of  protective  measures  now  will  save  the  Fed- 
eral, State  and  local  governments  millions  in  the  long  run. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  past  support  for  our  projects 
on  Long  Island,  for  protecting  the  infrastructure,  the  homes,  and 
for  your  consideration  of  my  remarks  today. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Lazio  follows:] 
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ESSENTIAL  PROJECTS  FOR  LONG  ISLAND^S  COASTLINE 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS 

FISCAL  YEAR  1996 


Congressman  Rick  Lazio  (2-NY) 


$1.4  million  for  the  Atlantic  Coast  of  New  York  Shoreline 
Monitoring  and  Data  Collection  Program. 


$2.18  million  for  the  reformulation  study  of  the  area  from 
Montauk  Point  to  the  Fire  Island  Inlet. 

$170,000  for  the  completion  of  the  Reconnaissance  Phase  and  the 
initiation  of  the  Feasibility  Phase  for  Reynolds  Channel  and  the 
New  York  State  Boat  Channel. 
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Testimony  of  Congressman  Rick  Lazio 

before  the 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  23,  1995 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee  for  allowing  me  the 
oppormnity  to  testify  before  you  today. 

As  you  may  know,  part  of  my  district  lies  along  New  York's  Atlantic  Coast.    Like 
coastal  areas  in  many  parts  of  the  country,  the  barrier  islands  along  the  coast  in  my  district 
have  been  hit  extremely  hard  by  the  storms  of  the  past  few  winters  and  remain  in  a  delicate 
state,  vulnerable  to  breaches  and  overwashes.    Thankfully,  this  winter  was  relatively  mild, 
but  past  damage  has  never  been  corrected,  and  a  storm  of  any  significance  could  be 
devastating  to  the  mainland  of  Long  Island. 

The  barrier  islands  protect  Long  Island  in  the  same  manner  that  the  levees  on  the 
Mississippi  River  protect  the  river  towns.    A  vulnerable  barrier  island  system  cannot  protect 
Long  Island's  south  shore,  which  has  a  multi-billion  dollar  economy  and  significant  public 
infrastructure.    The  barriers  afford  protection  to  the  freshwater  wetlands  and  waters  of  the 
back  bays,  thus  nurturing  the  clamming  and  fishing  industries.    Furthermore,  Fire  Island, 
Jones  Island,  Long  Beach  Island  and  the  rest  of  Long  Island's  barrier  system  provide 
recreation  for  the  citizens  of  Long  Island  and  tourists  from  all  over  the  world.    As  the 
tourism  industry  is  the  largest  employer  on  Long  Island,  loss  of  this  vital  resource  will  mean 
loss  of  jobs. 

While  the  president's  budget  recommends  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  get  out 
of  the  business  of  local  flood  and  shore  protection,  I  believe  the  Army  Corps  has  a  cost- 
effective  and  justifiable  role  in  these  projects.    Savings  can  surely  be  made  in  the  way  the 
Corps  carries  out  its  mission.    But  the  mission  itself  is  vital  to  the  nation's  coastal 
communities,  and  it  is  not  one  that  can  be  easily  transferred  to  state  or  local  governments. 
The  shoreline  protection  projects  the  Corps  is  involved  in  are  vitally  important  to  the 
livelihood  of  the  communities  they  seek  to  protect  and  often  end  up  saving  the  taxpayers 
money  in  the  long-run. 

One  prime  example  of  the  high  cost  that  can  result  from  inaction  is  taking  place  in 
Westhampton,  Long  Island,  in  the  1st  Congressional  District  now  represented  by 
Congressman  Mike  Forbes.    The  nor'easters  of  December  1992  caused  a  breach  at 
Westhampton  that  would  have  cost  in  the  thousands  of  dollars  to  close  if  it  were  done 
immediately.    However,  no  immediate  action  was  taken,  and  this  project  is  now  costing  the 
taxpayers  millions  of  dollars  in  ftirther  property  damage  and  extra  expenses. 
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To  help  avoid  more  Westhamptons  along  New  York's  coastline,  I  seek  funding  for 
two  shore  protection  projects  that  have  been  funded  by  this  committee  in  the  past.    In 
addition,  they  have  the  support  of  the  president  and  have  been  included  in  his  FY96  budget 
request.    Congressman  Mike  Forbes,  my  neighbor  in  the  1st  Congressional  District  of  New 
York  and  a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  also  recognizes  the  importance  of  the 
coastline  in  the  regional  economy  and  ecology  and  shares  my  support  of  these  projects  and 
the  role  the  Corps  plays  in  them. 

The  first  project  would  provide  New  York  with  accurate,  real-time  information  on  its 
coastal  processes.    Many  coastal  states  already  have  monitoring  systems  in  place,  and  such  a 
system  is  essential  for  New  York.    A  federally-funded  monitoring  system  was  authorized  for 
New  York  in  the  1992  Water  Resources  Development  Act,  and  appropriations  have  been 
made  over  the  past  two  years  to  initiate  its  implementation. 

In  FY94,  $400,000  was  included  in  the  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Bill  for  this  program.    Last  year,  the  appropriation  was  increased  to  $1 
million.    As  the  authorization  states,  successful  implementation  will  take  $1.4  million  for  up 
to  five  years,  at  which  time  the  state  of  New  York  will  take  over  funding  and  program 
implementation.    The  president  has  included  the  full  $1.4  million  for  this  program  in  his 
FY96  budget  request,  and  I  would  ask  that  you,  too,  include  an  appropriation  of  this  amount 
in  the  FY96  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Bill. 

The  second  project  I  ask  you  to  consider  has  also  been  requested  by  the  president. 
This  project,  the  reformulation  study  of  the  area  from  Montauk  Point  to  the  Fire  Island  Inlet, 
will  provide  valuable  long-term  information  on  the  coastal  processes  of  Long  Island's  south 
shore.   It  is  expected  to  take  approximately  10  years  and  $14  million  to  complete.    Over  the 
past  two  fiscal  years,  a  total  of  $5  million  has  been  appropriated  by  this  committee  for  the 
reformulation  study.    This  has  provided  important  information  and  will  lay  the  groundwork 
for  possible  interim  projects  needed  to  shore-up  Long  Island's  coastline.    The  FY96  segment 
of  the  study  will  cost  $2.18  million,  and  I  urge  you  to  include  this  request  in  the  FY96 
Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Bill. 

Moving  away  from  flood  protection,  the  final  project  I  seek  the  committee's  support 
for  is  a  navigation  project.    The  waterways  involved,  Reynolds  Chaimel  and  the  New  York 
State  Boat  Channel,  run  through  the  western  portion  of  my  district,  part  of  Congressman 
Peter  King's  district  (3rd  CD),  and  part  of  Congressman  Dan  Frisa's  district  (4th  CD).   The 
state  and  local  municipalities  have  only  been  able  to  maintain  these  waterways  on  a  limited 
basis,  causing  safety  concerns  among  the  parties  that  use  them.    Subsequently,  the  state  and 
local  municipalities  have  sought  federal  assistance.    A  request  for  an  appropriation  of 
$170,000  has  been  included  in  the  president's  FY96  budget  in  order  to  complete  the 
Reconnaissance  Phase  and  initiate  the  Feasibility  Phase.    There  is  strong  local  interest  and 
support  in  improving  navigation  through  Reynolds  Channel  and  the  New  York  State  Boat 
Channel.   These  waterways  provide  important  thoroughfares  for  large  volumes  of  industrial 
and  commercial  traffic.    I  urge  you  to  include  this  request  in  the  FY96  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  Bill. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  time  of  tight  budgets  on  every  level,  I  understand  the  fiscal 
constraints  you  face.    I  agree  that  every  exp)enditure  must  pass  stringent  economic  tests,  and  I 
am  confident  that,  upon  examination,  expenditure  for  these  projects  will  pass  such  tests.    The 
importance  of  the  waterways  and  the  barrier  islands  to  homes  and  businesses  on  Long  Island 
and  New  York  caimot  be  stressed  enough.    As  Westhampton  has  taught  us,  the  establishment 
of  protective  measures  now  will  save  the  federal,  state,  and  local  government  millions  of 
dollars  in  the  long-term. 

Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  explain  these  important  projects.    Your 
consideration  of  them  is  greatly  appreciated.    I  will  be  happy  to  provide  you,  or  your  staff, 
with  any  additional  information  you  may  find  necessary. 
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'  TESTIMONY 

I  SUBMITTED  TO  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

March  20,  1993 

I  Gerard  Stoddard 

\  President,  Fire  Island  Association 

Chairman,  Long  Island  Coastal  Alliance 

Vice  President  and  New  York  State  Coordinator,  National 

Coalition  to  Save  America's  Beaches 

263  West  20th  Street 

New  York,  NY  lOOll 

j  (212)  924-7435 

^REMOVING  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  FROM  SHORE  PROTECTION  AND 
BEACH  RESTORATION  IS  PENNY-WISE  AND  POUND-FOOLISH 


The  Fire  Island  Association  represents  3500  owners  of 
property  in  the  17  communities  located  within  the  Fire  Island 
National  Seashore.  The  Long  Island  Coastal  Alliance  represents 
individuals,  property  owner  and  condominium  associations,  coastal 
villages,  yacht  clubs,  and  marine  and  coast-related  businesses 
fro^n  around  Long  Island's  shorelines.  The  National  Coalition  to 
Save  America's  Beaches  was  created  by  the  American  Shore  and 
Beach  Preservation  Association  to  battle  the  ill-advised  proposal 
to  ^remove  the  Corps  of  Engineers  from  local  shore  protection 
projects. 

I  In  1992  and  1993,  storms  battered  the  south  shore  of  Long 
Island,  N.Y.,  gravely  weakening  the  barrier  islands  that  protect 
the  I  mainland  communities  and  the  estuarine  system  that  extends 
from  Shinnecock  to  Coney  Island.  The  December  1992  storm  was 
almost  a  mirror  image  of  the  Ash  Wednesday  storm  of  30  years 
earlier.  In  both,  a  low  pressure  system  caused  water  to  build  up 
in  the  back  bays,  threatening  to  cut  through  the  barrier  island 
when  higher  atmospheric  pressure  and  falling  tides  forced  the 
water  back  into  the  ocean. 

I  There  was  a  major  difference  between  the  storms.  In  1962 
there  had  not  been  a  20-year  history  of  an  interrupted  sand  flow 
thai  made  Long  Island's  beaches,  once  among  the  widest,  most 
protective  and  best  from  a  recreational  standpoint  of  any  in  the 
world,  into  little  more  than  a  fragile  strip  offering  little 
protection  to  the  mainland  and  scant  attraction  to  bathers  and 
tourists. 

Today,  as  a  result  of  an  uncompleted  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  and  failure  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  inlet  stabiliza- 
tion to  the  east.  Long  Island's  barrier  island  system  is  in  peril 
of  multiple  breaching.  Another  storm  of  the  magnitude  of  December 
1992  could  fragment  the  barrier  and  wreak  havoc  on  the  south 
shore  of  Long  Island.  Only  the  proposed  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  will  prevent  this  from  happening,  sooner  or  later.  If  the 
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Administration  removes  Corps  of  Engineers  funding  from  this 
project,  the  calamity  will  happen  sooner,  not  later. 

I  That  would  mean  the  loss  of  millions,  if  not  billions,  of 
dollars  worth  of  private  and  public  real  estate  and  infrastruc- 
turie,  including  hospitals,  apartment  houses  and  private  homes  and 
businesses.  Against  these  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in 
losses,  the  Administration  would  now  refuse  to  sanction  the 
spending  of  a  few  tens  of  millions  to  prevent  the  damage  from 
occvirring  and  protecting  a  uniquely  valuable  recreational  and 
commercial  resource  for  millions  of  citizens. 

I  The  recently  completed  restoration  of  the  recreational  beach 
at  Coney  Island  is  only  one  example  of  the  kind  of  project  the 
Administration  would  eliminate.  For  an  expenditure  of  less  than 
$9  pillion  in  federal  funds  (New  York  State  and  New  York  City 
contributed  $3.3  million  and  Si. 4  million  respectively)  the  Coney 
Island  beach  was  refurbished  and  made  more  usable  ro  millions  of 
New|  Yorkers  who,  without  it,  have  little  else  in  the  way  of 
suminer  recreation  possibilities. 

■  That  recreation  benefits  are  not  "counted"  in  the  cost  to 
benefit  ratio  for  shore  protection  represents  a  nonsensical 
dec;Lsion  from  the  1980s  that  should  be  reversed.  But  even  without 
thip  added  benefit,  the  greatly  increased  storm  protection  from 
shore  stabilization  projects,  the  increased  economic  activity 
resulting  from  increased  use  of  beaches  and  the  increased  real 
estate  tax  ratables  all  contribute  to  a  stronger  economy  in  the 
area  of  the  restored  beach  and  the  surrounding  region. 

I  Former  Governor  Cuomo 's  Coastal  Erosion  Task  Force  recom- 
mended a  number  of  projects  that  reflected  its  new  sense  of  the 
importance  of  beaches  to  the  Long  Island  economy.   With  only  14 
percent  of  the  state's  population,  Long  Island  contributes  almost 
20  i)ercent  of  the  state's  revenue.  Much  of  that  revenue  is  beach- 
related.  One  recent  study  of  the  barrier  island  and  south  shore 
conununities  of  qentral  Long  Island  found  that  area  beaches 
generate  a  beach-related  tourist  industry  worth  over  SI.  5  billion 
a  year  to  Long  Island. 

i  For  the  Administration  to  pull  the  Corps  of  Engineers  out  of 
local  shore  protection  makes  no  sense  from  an  economic,  resource 
pro'^ection  or  legal  standpoint.  The  federal  government  is,  and 
will  remain,  responsible  for  the  operation  of  and  maintenance  of 
inlets  the  government  stabilized.  It  is  only  logical  that  it 
should  also  be  responsible  for  mitigating  the  effects  of  such 
inlets  and  other  government  structures  that  interfere  with  the 
flow  of  sediment  that  nourishes  the  downdrift  beaches. 

^  Several  legjal  actions  have  been  filed  against  the  federal 
government  in  this  connection.  At  present,  the  government  is  able 
to  forestall  actions  by  implementing  programs  that  mitigate  the 
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impact  of  government  projects  that  are  thought  to  be  causing 
problems  in  downdrift  beach  communities.  If  it  loses  this  abili- 
ty,! sooner  or  later  a  court  will  find  the  government  liable  for 
damage  to  property  that  results  from  government  action,  or 
inaption. 

I  The  Administration  proposal  also  ignores  the  favorable 
impact  of  beach  protection  projects  on  the  U.S.  balance  of 
payments.  Travel  and  tourism  is  the  largest  industry  in  the  U.S. 
andl  the  world,  with  world-wide  revenues  of  $2.9  trillion.  In  the 
U.S.  alone,  travel  and  tourism  accounts  for  $47  billion  in  tax 
revenues  to  local,  state  and  federal  governments. 

I  Beaches  are  the  number  one  tourist  destination  in  the  U.S. 
with  85  percent  of  tourist  dollars  spent  in  coastal  states. 
Foreign  tourists  alone  have  more  than  paid  for  the  replenishment 
of  Miami  Beach,  a  $60  million  project  of  a  few  years  ago.  Yet 
since  1950,  federal  government  outlays  for  shore  protection  and 
restoration  has  been  only  $15  million  a  year.  Other  governments 
spend  many  times  that  amount.  The  return  on  this  modest  invest- 
ment has  been  stupendous.  For  the  Administration  to  throw  it  out 
with  the  budget-cutting  bath  water  is  irresponsible. 

Beach-related  tourism  is  also  a  huge  jobs  generator,  ac- 
counting for  11  million  jobs,  including  some  343,00  new  jobs  in 
the'  last  year  alone.  All  of  U.S.  manufacturing  employs  only  18 
million.  As  Economist  William  R.  Stronge  has  shown,  rather  than 
deprecate  travel  and  tourism  jobs,  we  should  recognize  that  they 
are'  not  only  essential  to  those  who  fill  them,  but  a  vital  part 
of  coastal  states'  ability  to  attract  international  tourists. 

;  There  are  many  ways  to  cut  spending  by  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers that  should  be  explored.  It  is  no  longer  necessary,  for 
exa^tiple,  for  the  Corps  to  supervise  and  issue  permits,  with  full 
public  notice,  including  hearings  to  resolve  disputes,  every  time 
a  homeowner  wants  to  install  a  boat  lift  or  dredge  nis  slip. 
Thepe  matters  should  be  handled  by  local  authorities.  Similarly, 
there  are  canal  locks  and  the  like,  staffed  by  federal  personnel, 
that  should  be  transferred  to  private  entities  or  local  govern- 
ment. Even  in  shore  protection,  there  are  too  many  levels  of 
review  and  too  few  decisions  being  made  by  engineers  at  the 
operating  level. 

i  The  entire  structure  of  the  Corps  would  profit  from  examina- 
tion and  realignment,  with  only  those  activities  of  national 
sigjpif icance  being  retained.  But  shore  protection  along  the 
oceans  and  major  rivers  and  lakes  clearly  fits  that  description. 
Operating  locks  and  reviewing  creek  dredging  does  not. 

:  Right  now,  rival  politicians  are  playing  political  chicken 
wit^  needed  shore  protection  projects.  Each  is  daring  the  other 
to  9how  preferment  of  these  projects  over  school  lunches  or 
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various  welfare  iplans.  This  cynical  approach  ignores  econonic  as 
well  as  public  health  and  safety  realities. 


I  Trim  the  fat  and  duplication  from  Corps  of  Engineers  prac- 
tices and  procedures.  Hake  sure  projects  are  done  faster  and  more 
efficiently  by  getting  more  decision-maJcing  down  to  the  project 
level.  But  make  cuts  with  a  scalpel,  not  a  meat  axe. 

### 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 
Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Appreciate  your  fine  presentation. 
Mr.  Lazio.  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  very  much  your  consider- 
ation. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 

BEACH    EROSION    AND    FLOOD    CONTROL    PROJECTS 
SHORE     PROTECTION     AND     BEACH     RESTORATION 


PROJECTS 


WITNESS 


KENNETH  J.  SMITH,  PRESIDENT,  NEW  JERSEY  SHORE  AND  BEACH 
RESTORATION  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Myers.  We  passed  over  the  Indiana  Port.  Is  there  anyone 
here  that  wants  to  speak  to  the  Indiana  Port?  I  guess  not. 

Mr.  Ken  Smith,  are  you  ready,  with  the  New  Jersey  Shore?  Your 
prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  pro- 
ceed as  you  care. 

Mr.  Kenneth  Smith.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  also  here 
today  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  New  Jersey  Shore  Partnership  and 
I  have  submitted  their  resolution  that  was  adopted  by  their  Board 
and  also  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  President  Clinton  regarding  maintain- 
ing the  Corps'  mission  on  the  coast. 

In  addition  to  my  own  association,  I  am  also  testifying  for  our 
national  organization,  which  I  am  a  Vice  President,  American 
Shore  and  Beach  Preservation  Association,  and  a  number  of  other 
groups,  and  it  is  rather  long,  and  in  reference  to  it,  I  would  only 
say  that  collectively,  we  probably  represent  millions  of  Americans 
who  are  vacationers,  residents,  people  who  use  the  beach  and  who 
really  depend  on  the  Corps'  continued  mission  at  the  coast. 

I  would  echo  what  Congressman  Saxton  said,  and  I  was  pleased 
as  punch  to  see  that  delegation  here  today.  That  was  wonderful 
and  we  are  all  proud  of  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  and  let  me  say  that  the 
bipartisan  relationship  that  has  worked  so  well  with  you  and  Mr. 
Bevill  is  well-known  outside  of  Indiana. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  is  continuing,  too. 

Mr.  Kenneth  Smith.  Yes,  sir.  So  the  Corps  program  is  some- 
thing that  we  have  labored  many  years  to  put  together  in  New  Jer- 
sey and  other  areas  of  the  coast,  and  the  President's  proposal 
would  just  absolutely  kill  it.  We  would  be  dead  in  the  water,  and 
we  are  hoping  that  that  can  be  turned  around. 

My  remarks  today  are  not  going  to  address  the  history  of  involve- 
ment or  anything,  but  basically,  if  we  are  going  to  look  at  signal 
benefits,  can  we  meet  the  test,  and  I  have  put  a  lot  of  statistics  in 
here  and  I  am  only  going  to  dwell  on  a  couple  of  them. 

I  was  at  the  National  Waterways  Conference  and  heard  you 
speak  a  couple  weeks  ago,  very  sobering  conference,  budget  con- 
straints we  are  well  aware  of,  but  let  me  just  give  you  some  quick 
facts. 

In  10  weeks  of  summer  season,  the  New  Jersey  shore  generates 
about  $10  billion  in  tourists  and  revenues,  and  to  put  that  in  per- 
spective, that  is  about  $4.5  billion  more  than  the  entire  box  office 


1206 

gate  from  every  motion  picture  theater  in  the  country  in  one  year. 
In  the  time  of  merchandise  trade  deficits,  we  have  a  trade  surplus, 
probably  $26  billion  this  year  from  tourism.  Most  of  it  is  at  the 
beach.  We  feel  that  beaches  need  to  be  treated  as  infrastructure. 
They  are  nice  romantic  infrastructure,  but  that  is  what  they  are 
and  they  support  an  economy  that  benefits  the  entire  country. 

The  multiplier  effects  of  the  coastal  economy  are  just  beginning 
to  be  assessed  and  the  last  page  of  my  report  is  a  proposal  for  the 
North  Atlantic  Division  to  do  an  economic  impact  study  and  to  plug 
in  some  of  the  data  that  we  have  been  constrained  from  putting 
into  our  calculations  in  the  past.  And  that  would  be  tourism  reve- 
nues, taxes,  employment,  payrolls,  to  get  beyond  just  the  local 
storm  damage,  property  damage  criteria  and  really  take  a  good 
hard  look  at  just  what  healthy  beaches  contribute  to  the  economy. 

I  think  we  need  to  look  urgently  before  we  leap  at  the  adminis- 
tration's proposal  and  I  would  appreciation  your  consideration  on 
that. 

Thanks  very  much. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION  AND  SUMMARY 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Kenneth 
J.  Smith,  President  of  the  New  Jersey  Shore  and  Beach  Preser- 
vation Association.   I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  testify 
in  strong  support  for  the  continuation  of  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers' coastal  protection  programs,  and  for  the  security  of 
Federal  commitments  to  states  and  local  governments  to  restore 
their  beaches.   In  addition  to  my  own  association  I  am  also 
testifying  for  our  national  organization,  the  American  Shore 
and  Beach  Preservation  Association;   a  national  coalition  of 
coastal  organizations.  Save  America's  Beaches;  the  New  Jersey 
Alliance  for  Action;  and  a  growing  number  of  supporting 
groups . 

My  list  of  supporting  organizations  is  rather  long,  and  in 
reference  to  it  I  will  only  say  that  collectively  the  groups  I 
am  speaking  for  today  represent  millions  of  Americans:   vaca- 
tioners, businesspeople,  shore  residents  and  coastal  communi- 
ties who  depend  on  their  partnership  with  the  Federal  govern- 
ment, one  which  has  been  nurtured  over  many  years  and  honed 
into  a  close  and  successful  working  relationship  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

Today  that  partnership,  that  coastal  mission  is  in  jeopar- 
dy.  The  Administration's  recent  announcement  that  the  Corps 
would,  in  the  future,  fund  only  projects  of  "significant 
national  benefits"  sounded  reasonable  on  its  face.   But  as  we 
discovered  that  beach  erosion  control  would  not  meet  the  new 
criteria  for  Federal  participation,  we  realized  that  the 
Administration,  to  save  (maybe)  $837  million  by  the  year  2000, 
is  prepared  to  walk  away  from  a  civil  works  program  that  lias 
resulted  in  enormous  economic  benefits  to  the  entire  nation, 
not  just  to  local  interests. 

The  Administration  has  stated  that  it  will  shortly 
introduce  legislation  to  formalize  the  elimination  of  beach 
erosion  control  from  the  Corps'  mission.   For  FY96,  however, 
the  budget  process  will  be  the  tool  for  ptjasing  out  the 
program.   Studies  and  projects  are  to  be  funded  to  the  comple- 
tion of  their  current  phase,  but  no  new  studies  nor  construc- 
tion starts  will  be  funded. 

In  New  Jersey  only  one  study,  the  proposed  Feasibility 
Phase  study  for  Long  Beach  Island,  has  been  deleted  from  the 
President's  budget  request.   We  would  like  to  see  that 
important  study  added  back  into  the  budget  with  a  funding  of 
$550,000  for  FY96,  and  representatives  of  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  are  here  today  to  testify  as  to  the  State's  intent  to 
cost-share  that  study. 

Other  areas  of  the  coast  which  have  labored  many  years  on 
their  projects  are  now  awaiting  construction  funding  and  are 
dead  in  the  water  under  the  Administration's  budget  proposal. 
In  New  Jersey,  the  President's  proposal  will  KILL  a  compre- 
hensive program  of  professional,  cooperative  coastal  manage- 
ment that  took  years  of  hard  work  to  put  together. 

My  testimony  today  will  not  be  about  our  longstanding 
Corps  relationships:   nor  will  it  seek  to  win  sympathy  for 
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coastal  people.   These  are  tough  budgetary  times  for  all  of 
us,  and  I  understand  the  need  for  all  agencies  to  restructure, 
downsize,  and  improve  their  efficiency.   I  understand  the  need 
to  examine  and  re-examine  every  program  for  its  cost  effec- 
tiveness:  even  to  assessing  whether  its  mission  is  a  proper 
role  for  the  Federal  government  or  whether  it  might  be  better 
handled  by  non-Federal  interests. 

Setting  aside  the  history  of  Federal  involvement  with  the 
coast,  my  remarks  today  will  address  only  the  question  of 
whether  continued  Federal  participation  in  beach  restoration 
is  economically  justified.   Does  it  indeed  produce  "signifi- 
cant national  benefits",  and  if  so,  are  the  current  funding 
ratios,  as  directed  by  the  1986  Water  Resources  Development 
Act,  fair,  equitable  and  in  the  best  interest  of  the  nation's 
taxpayers? 


THE  ECONOMICS  OF  BEACH  RESTORATION  AND  COASTAL  TOURISM 

In  a  ten  week  summer  season  the  New  Jersey  shore  generates 
about  $10  billion  in  tourism  revenues.   To  put  that  figure  in 
perspective,  it's  about  $4.5  billion  more  than  the  entire  box 
office  gate  from  every  motion  picture  theater  in  the  nation  in 
one  year. 

Travel  and  tourism  directly  and  indirectly  contributes 
$746  billion  to  the  Gross  Domestic  Product  (GDP)  of  the  U.S. 
This  is  over  10%  of the  total  U.S.  output.   Travel  and  tourism 
also  is  a  major  generator  of  tax  revenue,  producing  $47.4 
billion  in  taxes  in  1993.   It  is  also  the  largest  single  trade 
employer  in  the  U.S.  with  14.4  million  people  employed. 

Over  the  past  year  the  number  of  tourism-related  jobs 
increased  by  343,000,  more  than  compensating  for  an  average 
annual  loss  of  200,000  manufacturing  jobs  over  the  past  ten 
years . 

The  value  of  tourism  to  international^ competitiveness  is 
only  starting  to  be  recognized.   Travel  and  tourism  is  the 
largest  and  fastest  growing  segment  of  an  expanding  service 
industry  trade  surplus  for  the  U.S.   At  a  time  of  record 
merchandise  trade  deficits,  foreign  visitors  generated  a  trade 
surplus  of  $17  billion  in  1992,  and  will  probably  account  for 
about  $26  billion  in  1995.   This  surplus  is  greater  than  the 
entire  trade  surplus  for  U.S.  exports  of  agricultural  commodi- 
ties . 

Foreign  tourists  spent  about  $80  billion  in  the  U.S.  in 
1994,  85%  in  coastal  states.   The  U.S.  no  longer  dominates  the 
world  steel  industry,  but  it  takes  in  the  lion's  share  of 
world-wide  travel  and  tourism,  receiving  over  45%  of  the 
developed  world's  revenues  and  60%  of  its  travel  and  tourism 
profits . 

Beaches  are  the  key  element  of  tourism  in  the  U.S.,  with 
about  40%  of  Americans  listing  beaches  as  their  favorite 
vacation  destination.   Beaches  are  America' s  playland  with  the 
contribution  of  beach-related  tourism  to  the  economy  estimated 


1210 


to  be  about  $170  billion  per  year. 

Beach  nourishment  at  Miami  Beach  in  the  late  1970 's  is  a 
good  example  of  the  "significant  national  benefits"  of 
restoring  beaches.   The  original  Federal  cost  to  restore  Miami 
Beach's  beach,  $52  million,  if  capitalized  just  over  its  15 
year  life  to  the  present  works  out  to  about  $3  million  per 
year.   As  a  result  of  that  project,  beach  attendance  increased 
from  8  million  in  1978  to  21  million  in  1983.   Miami  Beach  now 
has  over  2  million  foreign  visitors  who  spend  more  than  $2 
billion  per  year,  about  40  times  the  Federal  cost  of  the 
project . 

Every  dollar  invested  to  maintain  Miami  beach  returns  $700 
annually  in  foreign  exchange.   This  compares  with  a  return  of 
little  more  than  $1  in  agricultural  trade  surplus  for  each  $1 
in  crop  subsidy.   But  let's  look  more  closely  at  "subsidies", 
and  the  actual  costs  of  beach  restoration  to  the  Federal 
government  over  the  last  four  decades. 

From  1950-1993,  the  Federal  government  spent  about  $881 
million  (adjusted  to  1993  dollars)  on  shore  protection  pro- 
jects.  The  actual  total  Federal  cost  was  $403.2  million.   In 
'93  dollars  that  works  out  to  about  $34  million  per  year. 
This  compares  with  the  infamous  mohair  annual  subsidies  of  $61 
million  (total  mohair  value-$13  million)  and  wool  subsidies  of 
$134  million  (total  wool  value-$53  million)  and  $199  million 
for  rice  production  in  a  single  state  (export  value  of  $370 
million) .   Spending  for  beach  restoration  has  been  less  than 
0.1%  of  U.S  spending  for  crop  subsidies  or  foreign  aid. 

The  budget  for  shore  protection  in  Japan  was  over  $1.5 
billion  in  a  single  year  (1990).   Germany  has  spent  $3.3 
billion  since  1955  to  protect  its  coast.   Spain  is  currently 
involved  in  a  five  year  project  that  will  spend  more  on  beach 
restoration  than  the  U.S.  has  spent  in  over  forty  years.   What 
these  countries  realize,  and  what  we  don't  seem  to  get,  in 
this  country,  is  that  beach  restoration  should  be  treated  as 
an  investment  in  INFRASTRUCTURE .  which  it  surely  is. 

I  have  quoted  a  lot  of  statistics  and  dollar  figures  here 
to  point  out  the  importance  of  the  coastal  tourism  industry  to 
the  nation.   And  the  enormous  value  of  that  industry  is 
predicated  on  one  main  item:   the  health  of  its  beaches. 
There  is  one  last  point  that  is  often  overlooked  and  needs 
better  quantification.   That  has  to  do  with  the  multiplier,  or 
"ripple"  effects  of  coastal  tourism  throughout  the  nation. 

The  coast  generates  a  lot  of  money.   Much  of  that  money  is 
not  kept  at  the  coast,  however,  but  is  redistributed  through 
businesses  countrywide.   A  1990  study  commissioned  by  NOAA 
found  that  in  1985,  31.7%  of  the  U.S.  Gross  National  Product 
(GNP) ,  almost  $1.3  trillion,  originated  in  the  413  coastal 
counties  (out  of  3,000  counties  nationwide)  that  ring  the 
Atlantic,  Ocean  and  Gulf  coasts  and  the  Great  Lakes. 

Production  of  these  goods  and  services  provided  28.3 
million  jobs  and  $479.9  billion  in  payroll.   The  interesting 
finding  of  the  study  was  the  enormous  contribution  of  the 
ancillary  economy  which  is  predicated  on  the  size  and  income 
of  the  coastal  population.   Included  to  capture  the  "multipli- 
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er  effects"  it  was  by  far  the  largest  of  the  coastal  economic 
groups,  with  1985  figures  of  27.3  million  workers,  $459.5 
billion  in  payrolls  and  $1.27  trillion  in  GNP . 

I  would  like  to  propose  an  economic  study  by  the  North 
Atlantic  Division  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  to  assess  the 
impact  of  beach  maintenance  on  the  economic  health  of  the  most 
populous  area  of  the  United  States,  the  coastal  region  from 
Norfolk  to  New  England.   A  copy  of  a  brief  conceptual  proposal 
is  attached. 

As  a  final  note  on  the  Administration's  new  shift  in 
direction,  I  think  we  need,  urgently,  to  look  before  we  leap. 
We  at  the  coast  have  no  fear  of  economic  scrutiny,  but  if 
we're  going  to  assess  benefit/cost  ratios  we  must  be  allowed 
to  plug  in  ALL  relevant  data,  e.g.  tourism  revenues,  taxes, 
payrolls,  etc.   We're  confident  that  we  can  meet  the  "signi- 
ficant national  benefits"  test  hands  down. 

Beach  restoration  is  often  portrayed  as  a  subsidy  for  the 
affluent,  throwing  money  into  the  sea,  indefinitely,  to  prop 
up  what  are  primarily  local  benefits.   I  would  just  note  that 
the  rich  can  go  anywhere.   Our  developed  coastal  areas  are 
havens  for  middle  class  Americans,  working  people  who  require 
for  their  vacation  a  beach  and  some  amenities.   Beaches  give 
not  only  recreational  space  for  our  countrymen:   they  also 
provide  the  protection  for  those  amenities. 

The  Federal  government  absolutely  has  a  responsibility  to 
continue  its  coastal  mission,  and  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  as  a  repository  of  the  cutting  edge  of  coastal 
technology,  is  the  only  entity  that  will  enable  the  U.S  to 
meet  its  shore  protection  goals.   To  abandon  the  Federal 
program  and  throw  the  funding,  the  permitting  and  design 
expertise  into  the  states'  lap  is  to  ensure  that  beaches  will 
NOT  be  professionally  maintained  for  the  benefit  of  all 
Americans . 

Beyond  the  economics,  the  enjoyments  of  a  day  at  the  beach 
are  enhanced  by  things  that  are  too  often  taken  for  granted: 
a  place  to  take  a  shower,  to  eat  and  sleep,  the  amusements  and 
all  the  other  amenities  that  facilitate  a'seashore  vacation. 
The  unquantif iable  but  quite  tangible  benefits  of  healthy 
beaches  are  mirrored  in  the  smiling  faces  of  our  populace: 
from  children  to  senior  beach  lovers.   This  is  what  beaches 
protect:   this  and  priceless  memories  which  will  last  a 
lifetime,  for  millions  of  people. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  before  the  committee 
today. 


''.I<^1.-//^ 


Kenneth  J.  Smith,  President 

New  Jersey  Shore  and  Beach  Preservation  Association 
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\  SHORE  I  BEACH 

.•_•■'  PRESERVATION  ASSOCIATION 

A  SIOION  Of  THf  AMERICAN  SHORI  AND  BfACH  PRISERVATION  ASSOCIATION 
PROPOSED  COMMITTEE  RESOLUTION  OR  TO  BE  INCLUDED  IN  1995  WRDA 


The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  requested  to  use  the  North  Atlantic  Division 
Commander's  center  of  coastal  expertise  to  evaluate  and  report 
on  the  full  economic  implications  of  coastal  infrastructure 
development,  protection  and  maintenance  throughout  the 
Northeast  Atlantic  region  of  the  United  States;   to  include 
regional  development,  the  contribution  of  the  coastal  tourism 
economy  to  the  region  and  the  nation,  including  gross 
revenues,  taxes,  and  employment;  and  its  proportionate 
contribution  to  the  $17  billion  (1992)  Federal  trade  surplus 
generated  by  foreign   tourists  in  the  United  States. 

The  center  will  excunine  the  expenditures  on  coastal 
infrastructure  in  comparison  with  the  benefits  generated,  and 
will  issue  its  report  within  two  years  of  commencement. 

There  is  appropriated  $500,000.00  of  currently  available 
funds  within  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  conduct  the 
evaluation. 


P.O.  BOX  475,  SHIP  BOTTOM,  N|  08008 


Kenneth  J.  Smith,  President 


(90B)  244-3366  TELEFAX  (908)  244-3664 
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7S.  IER5EY  SHORE  PARTNERSHIP.  ,^ 


12?  Half  Mill-  Riwid 

P  O  Box  14(1 

Middlctown,  New  lcrsc\   077-1^ 

Fax  9(^-224-0-^'' 


March    16,    1995 


The  Honorable  Bill  Clinton 
President  of  the  United  States 
The  White  House 
Washington,  DC   20500 

Dear  Mr.  President: 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  express  the  full  support  of  the 
Jersey  Shore  Partnership  of  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  their  activities  in  connection  with  shore 
protection,  beach  restoration  and  maintenance  which  is  a  part  of 
the  traditional  activities  of  the  Corps  and  has  been  for  so  many, 
many  years. 

On  March  9,  1995  the  Jersey  Shore  Partnership  Board  of 
Directors  adopted  a  Resolution  supporting  the  Corps  and  I  enclose 
herewith  a  copy  of  that  Resolution  for  consideration  by  your 
Adininistration.   The  State  of  New  Jersey  has  adopted  stable 
funding  legislation  to  provide  our  local  share  of  the  costs  of 
these  pro:iects  and  the  State  is  fully  committed  to  continuing  to 
support  these  worthy  projects. 

While  we  certainly  understand  and  appreciate  the  need  to 
reduce  federal  expenditures,  it  is  our  position  that  reductions 
can  be  made  without  terminating  an  excellent  program  which  will 
actually  save  money  by  reducing  storm  damage  over  time. 

It  is  requested  that  the  Administration  budget  proposal 
which  would  eliminate  the  United  States  Army  Corps  from  these 
projects  be  reconsidered. 
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Hon.  Bill  Clinton 
March  16,  1995 
Page  2 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  letter  and  the 
enclosed  Resolution.   Continuation  of  this  program  is  extremely 
important  and  a  copy  of  this  letter  is  being  forwarded  to  our  Nev 
Jersey  Senate  and  Congressional  delegation  urging  their  support 
m  the  budget  process. 


Respectfully  yours, 


STG/csr 
enclosure 


Hon.  Christine  Todd  Whitman 

Hon.  Bill  Bradley 

Hon.  Frank  Lautenberg 

Hon.  Robert  E.  Andrews 

Hon.  Frank  A.  LoBiondo 

Hon.  Robert  D.  Franks 

Hon.  Rodney  Frey linghuysen 

Hon.  William  Martini 

Hon.  Robert  Menendez 

Hon.  Frank  Pallone 

Hon.  Donald  M.  Payne 

Hon.  Marge  S.  Roukema 

Hon.  H.  James  Saxton 

Hon.  Christopher  Smith 

Hon.  Robert  G.  Torricelli 

Hon.  Richard  A.  Zimmer 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Smith.  I  think  you  have  heard 
Mr.  Bevill  and  I  both  talk  about  our  concern  too  about  the  change 
in  the  administration  as  far  as  the  policy.  It  doesn't  make  any 
sense  whatsoever. 

We  recognize  that,  however,  that  decision  probably  will  be  made 
by  the  full  Congress,  not  just  us.  If  it  depends  upon  us,  you  don't 
have  to  worry  about  it.  For  this  year,  I  don't  think  you  do  have  to 
worry  about  it,  but  I  think  sometime  down  in  the  future  it  will  be 
something  we  will  have  to  be  very  careful  about. 

Mr.  Kenneth  Smith.  We  will  monitor  it  carefully  and  we  thank 
you  very  much  for  your  help  on  this. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  again  for  your  testimony. 

The  committee  will  stand  in  recess  for  about  15  minutes  while 
we  have  a  vote  on  the  House  Floor. 

[Recess.] 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
INDIANA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  TIM  ROEMER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

I  apologize  for  the  inconvenience  to  the  vote  over  there,  inconven- 
ience to  all  of  us  who  had  to  vote. 

And  at  this  time  we  will  hear  our  colleague  from  Indiana,  Mr. 
Roemer.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and 
you  may  continue  as  you  like. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Nice  to  be  before  the 
committee.  I  would  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  my  full  state- 
ment and  accompanying  map  appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  here  for  your  consideration  and  hopeful  sup- 
port of  a  very,  very  small  project  in  my  district,  but  one  of  great 
significance.  The  Enchanted  Hills  community,  adjacent  to  Lake 
Wawasee  in  Kosciusko  County  in  Indiana  consists  of  a  network  of 
water  channels.  Originally  excavated  in  the  mid  1960s  at  10  to  11 
feet,  these  channels  are  now  only  about  four  feet  deep.  They  are 
filling  in  rapidly  with  sediment  runoff  from  farm  areas  in  Noble 
County  through  three  creeks  feeding  into  the  channels. 

We  are  seeking  funding  in  the  amount  of  $250,000  in  order  to 
dredge  the  channels  before  they  become  impassable  to  water  craft 
and  to  create  a  permanent  solution  so  that  we  do  not  have  to  come 
back  in  future  years.  There  are  about  2.5  miles  of  channels  to 
dredge. 

This  is  an  important  project  due  to  the  heavy  reliance  in  the  area 
on  the  quality  of  the  watershed  and  the  negative  impact  the  sedi- 
ment problem  is  causing.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  currently 
studying  this  project  for  appropriateness  of  action,  and  I  am  con- 
fident that  they  will  find  it  worthy  of  their  agenda. 


89-757    0—95 39 
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I  would  be  happy  to  provide  any  additional  information  to  the 
committee  on  your  request,  and  I  again  thank  you  for  your  time 
and  your  hopeful  support  of  this  modest  but  very,  very  vital  project. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Tim.  We  will  be  glad  to  work  with  you. 
I  will  be  talking  to  you  about  it.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Roemer  follows:] 
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Testimony  of 

Representative  Tim  Roemer 

before  the  Subcommittee  on 

Energy  and  Water  Development 

Hon.  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Hon,  Tom  Bevill, 
Ranking  Minority  Member 


March   23,    1995 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  and 
the  Ranking  Member,  Mr.  Bevill,  for  this 
opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today. 

I  am  here  to  ask  you  consideration  of 
funding  for  a  single  program  that  is  small  in 
nature  but  important  in  significance  for  my 
district. 

The  Enchanted  Hills  community,  adjacent 
to  Lake  Wawasee  in  Kosciusko  County, 
Indiana,  consists  of  a  network  of  water 
channels. 

Originally  excavated  in  the  mid- 1 960 's  at 
10  to  11  feet  in  depth,  these  channels  are  now 
only  about  four  feet  deep.    They  are  filling  in 
rapidly  with  sediment  runoff  from  farm  areas 
in  Noble  County  through  three  creeks  feeding 
into  the  channels. 
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We  are  seeking  funding  in  the  amount  of 
$250,000  in  order  to  dredge  the  channels 
before  they  become  impassable  to  watercraft, 
and  to  create  a  permanent  solution  so  that  we 
do  not  have  to  come  back  in  future  years. 
There  are  about  2.5  miles  of  channel  to 
dredge. 

This  is  an  important  project  due  to  the 
heavy  reliance  of  the  area  on  the  quality  of  the 
watershed  and  the  negative  impact  the 
sediment  problem  is  causing.    The  Corps  of 
Engineers  is  currently  studying  this  project  for 
appropriateness  of  action,  and  I  am  confident 
that  they  will  find  it  worthy  of  their  agenda. 

I  would  be  happy  to  provide  any  additional 
information  the  committee  would  need  on  this 
request,  and  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
on  this  issue. 
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Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
INDIANA'S  INTERNATIONAL  PORT 

WITNESSES 

FRANK  G.  MARTIN,  JR.,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  INDIANA  PORT  COM- 
MISSION 
PETER  FRIEDMANN,  INDIANA  PORT  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  now  hear  from  the  Indiana  Port 
Authority.  If  you  would  come  forward  please.  Frank  Martin  is  the 
Executive  Director. 

Mr.  Martin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  appreciate  this  oppor- 
tunity to  personally  thank  you  and  the  members  of  the  committee. 
Peter  Friedmann  is  also  with  me  from  the  Indiana  Port  Commis- 
sion. We  appreciate  the  start  on  our  project  with  the  Chicago  dis- 
trict office  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  international  port  this 
past  year,  of  course,  won  the  Piece  Center  Award  by  the  Saint 
Lawrence  Seaway  Corps  for  the  number  one  commercial  port,  de- 
veloping port,  on  the  American  Great  Lakes  and  we  are  proud  of 
that. 

We  have  now  surpassed  the  Port  of  Chicago  in  tonnage,  and  Indi- 
ana University  has  just  completed  a  study  which  I  have  sent  to  the 
committee  where  we  are  now  creating  5,200  family  wage  jobs 
through  the  Public  Port  Development  in  Indiana  as  well  as  at- 
tracted $1  billion  in  private  investment.  So  truly  the  Indiana  Pub- 
lic Port  system  has  become  an  American  success  story  and  it  has 
become  that  because  of  the  commitment  of  the  Congress,  this  com- 
mittee, and  a  marriage  and  partnership  with  State  government, 
and  our  project  is  now  moving  into  the  implementation  stage. 

We  are  working  very  closely  with  the  Chicago  district  office  and 
the  enhancement  of  the  breakwater  at  our  international  port  will 
be  a  giant  step  in  developing  the  port  for  the  future  of  our  State 
and  our  country  for  that  matter. 

Mr.  Friedmann,  did  you  have  anything  to  add?  We  just  wanted 
to  again  thank  the  members  of  the  committee  for  their  help  in  get- 
ting the  project  started. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Martin  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

INDIANA  PORT  COMMISSION 

Frank  C.  Martin,  Jr.,  Executive  Director 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Congressman  Bevill,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify 
before  your  Subcommittee  today  in  support  of  continued  funding  for  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  Rehabilitation  of  the  Breakwater  at  Indiana's  International  Port  at  Burns 
Harbor,  a  port  which  is  emerging  as  the  premier  port  on  the  U.S.  Great  Lakes. 

Chairman  Myers  we  are  extremely  grateful  for  your  past  leadership  and 
commitment  and  the  support  of  the  entire  Committee,  for  an  enhanced  breakwater.    It  is 
critical  to  Indiana  and  the  Midwest  region  to  provide  a  safe  harbor.   Your  Committee  has 
supported  this  reconstruction  initiative  by  providing  $1.6  million  for  Fiscal  Year  1995, 
which  allowed  this  project  to  proceed.   As  the  rehabilitation  moves  to  the  next  phase, 
the  Indiana  Port  Commission  wholeheartedly  supports  the  Administration's  budget 
request  of  $4  million  for  FY  1996. 


Indiana's  International  Port  was  conceived  and  constructed  by  the  State  of  Indiana 
to  create  an  international  transportation<oordination  center  serving  the  interests  of 
Indiana  business,  industry  and  agriculture.   The  breakwater  was  built  in  the  late  sixties  to 
assure  safe  harbor  conditions  within  the  port  complex  and  allow  vessels  optimum 
efficiency  for  berthing  and  loading/discharging  of  cargoes. 

The  efficiency  of  the  breakwater  structure  has  deteriorated  over  the  years,  causing 
disruption  to  vessels  serving  the  port  complex,  particularly  barges.    Under  certain  storm 
conditions,  small  vessels  can  and  have  been  ripped  from  their  moorings  and  larger 
vessels  have  been  violently  slammed  against  the  dock  causing  damage  to  the  integrity  of 
the  dock  as  well  as  to  the  vessels  themselves.    In  recent  years,  three  barges,  one  survey 
launch  and  one  tug  have  sunk,  fortunately,  at  no  loss  of  life.    Further,  two  ocean  going 
freighters  have  been  damaged  by  storm  related  turbulence  within  the  "protected"  harbor. 
These  instances  have  caused  negative  impacts  within  the  marketplace  that  translates  into 
lost  cargo,  lost  jobs,  and  lost  economic  benefits  to  the  United  States  and  the  state  of 
Indiana. 

Longshoremen,  industrial  users  of  the  port,  Midwest  U.S.  steel  producers,  grain 
exporters,  manufacturers  dependent  upon  raw  materials  or  finished  products,  ancillary 
transportation  services  (rail,  truck)  and  others  depend  upon  the  positive  image  and 
efficient  handling  of  waterborne  cargo  at  Indiana's  International  Port.    I  might  note  that 
while  Indiana  is  the  newest  port  authority  in  America,  one  that  is  not  tax  supported  for 
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operations,  we  have  been  most  successful.    Indiana  University  just  completed  an  in- 
depth  economic  analysis  of  Indiana's  public  port  operations  and  note  that  in  our  short 
twenty  five  year  history  we've  attracted  $1  billion  in  private  investments  which  created 
5,200  family-wage-jobs. 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  fully  supported  the  reconstruction  of  the 
Breakwater,  and  has  invested  significant  time  and  resources  in  feasibility  research  and 
design.   The  Chicago  District  office  last  year  recommended  that  this  project  be  classified 
as  a  priority. 

Unfortunately,  although  the  Corps  included  this  rehabilitation  in  its  internal  FY 

1995  spending  plan,  it  was  forced  to  delete  all  "new  starts"  from  its  FY  95  construction 
budget,  in  order  to  meet  Administration  budget  targets.    Even  though  this  project  is  the 
rehabilitation  of  an  existing  facility,  it  was  classified  under  the  Corp's  construction  budget 
and  thus  subject  to  the  budget  axe. 

Due  to  the  support  of  this  Committee,  and  particularly  Chairman  Myers  and 
Congressmen  Visclosky,  Bevill  and  Hamilton  in  particular,  this  project  is  now  on 
schedule.   The  design  and  preconstruction  engineering  has  been  completed  and 
construction  begins  this  spring.   We  are  pleased  that  the  Chicago  District  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  continues  to  recognize  the  need  to  move  forward  quickly  with  this 
reconstruction,  and  we  are  grateful  that  due  to  the  jump-start  provided  this  project  by 
this  Committee,  that  the  Administration  has  included  the  requisite  $4  million  in  its  FY 

1996  budget  request. 

In  conclusion,  on  behalf  of  Governor  Evan  Bayh,  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Indiana  Port  Commission,  and  literally  the  many  Hoosiers,  whose  livelihood  directly 
depends  on  a  safe  and  efficient  facility  at  Indiana's  International  Port,  respectfully  request 
this  Committee  to  include  $4  million  in  federal  funds  in  the  FY  1995  Energy  and  Water 
development  appropriations  bill. 

Thank  you  for  your  continuing  support  and  we  look  forward  to  the  day  when 
Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee  allow  us  the  opportunity  to  host  you  and  tour 
one  of  Indiana's  greatest  assets,  one  that  every  Hoosier  is  proud  of,  the  International 
Port.] 
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Mr.  Myers.  What  can  you  tell  us  about  the  tonnage  of  iron  ore 
coming  in  from  the  Soo  Locks  down  through  the  lake  system? 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  our  total  tonnage  in  port  now  is  approaching 
10  million  tons  and  approximately  half  of  that  tonnage,  5  million 
tons,  is  iron  ore  and  raw  materials  going  into  the  steel  industry  of 
northern  Indiana. 

As  you  know,  Indiana's  steel  industry  is  now  foremost  in  the 
country.  I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  this  year,  both  U.S.  Steel  and 
Inland  Steel,  because  of  the  proximity  of  the  international  port,  I 
think  plays  a  large  part  in  that,  we  are  now  beginning  a  very  large 
export  program  of  American  steel. 

We  have  three  vessels  going  to  Kobe  this  next  month  and  we 
have  three  vessels  going  to  Europe,  Rotterdam,  with  export  steel 
from  these  Indiana-based  firms.  So  it  has  become  an  integral  part 
of  the  economy  of  the  steel  industry  and  being  competitive  in  the 
world  marketplace. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  mills  have  their  own  docks  so  they  take  care  of 
all  of  it  themselves,  they  do  their  own  dredging  and  all? 

Mr.  Martin.  No.  The  private  docks.  Congressman,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, are  maintained  largely  for  in-house  cargoes  that  those  compa- 
nies generate.  The  international  port,  of  course,  is  open  to  all  users, 
including  the  steel  mills  and  most  of  the  export  cargoes  that  are 
being  now  handled  are  through  the  international  port. 

Mr.  Myers.  But  my  question  was,  the  mills  themselves  that 
bring  the  iron  ore  in,  don't  they  have  their  own  docks  they  operate 
themselves? 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes.  And  of  course  part  of  our  port  complex  impacts 
on  Bethlehem  Steel  directly. 

Mr.  Myers.  Tom. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Sorry  I  missed  part  of  your  testimony  there,  but 
your  prepared  statement  will  be  in  the  record,  so  very  good  to  see 
you  and  certainly  we  will  be  working  with  you  and  the  Chairman 
on  that. 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir,  thank  you.  And  we  appreciate  you  coming 
to  the  National  Waterway  Conference,  too. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  a  prepared  statement,  don't  you? 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  went  to  a  conference  on  the  budget.  I  should  have 
gone  to  your  meeting  but  I  thought  the  budget  was  very  important 
too.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Martin.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  it,  Congressman. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
WEST  COLUMBUS  FLOODWALL 

WITNESS 

THE  HON.  DEBORAH  PRYCE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  is  pleased  to  hear  from  Ms.  Pryce 
from  Ohio. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  become  part  of  the 
record  and  you  may  proceed  as  you  like. 
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Ms.  Pryce.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  sub- 
committee. I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  giving  me  this  opportunity 
to  be  with  you  today  on  behalf  of  the  West  Columbus  Local  Flood 
Protection  Project,  a  project  which  I  strongly  support.  Those  of  you 
who  were  on  the  committee  in  the  past  have  heard  that  before. 

Before  I  begin,  let  me  take  a  moment  to  introduce  Mr.  James 
Joyce,  representing  the  office  of  Columbus  Mayor  Greg  Lashutka. 
I  would  ask  that  my  statement  be  included  in  the  record. 

Last  year,  I  testified  before  this  subcommittee  regarding  the 
floodwall  and  $8  million  was  ultimately  appropriated,  and  I  thank 
you  for  that  and  for  your  consideration. 

As  you  have  heard  before,  there  is  a  great  need  in  Columbus  for 
a  floodwall.  This  need  dates  back  at  least  80  years  to  1913  when 
the  Scioto  River,  which  runs  through  the  heart  of  Columbus,  over- 
flowed its  banks.  4.2  square  miles  immediately  west  of  the  down- 
town became  an  inland  sea.  Ninety-three  residents  died  and  27,000 
more  were  forced  out  of  their  homes  and  businesses.  Within  a  mat- 
ter of  hours,  over  4,500  structures  were  either  destroyed  or  dam- 
aged. 

Twice  more  this  century,  in  1937  and  in  1959,  this  same  area  has 
been  hit  by  major  floods  which  have  caused  millions  of  dollars  in 
damage.  The  prospect  of  another  major  flood  looms  above  all  of  us 
in  Columbus  and  central  Ohio. 

It  was  because  of  this  concern  that  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers undertook  preauthorization  studies  to  look  into  the  problems 
of  downstream  flooding.  Results  of  that  study  were  included  in  a 
flood  control  survey  requested  by  the  Congress  in  a  resolution  by 
the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  in  July 
of  1970. 

These  studies  were  incorporated  in  the  West  Columbus  feasibility 
report  of  November  1985  and  a  levee-floodwall  project  was  again 
recommended.  As  you  may  recall,  this  project  was  later  proposed 
by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  authorized  by  the  Con- 
gress in  1988  and  reauthorized  in  1990. 

It  is  with  this  in  mind  that  I  am  before  you  today  urging  your 
support  of  the  $2.8  million  appropriation  included  in  President 
Clinton's  budget  for  continuation  of  this  project.  The  first  contract 
is  under  construction  and  the  second  contract  will  be  awarded  this 
spring.  The  completion  of  this  project  is  scheduled  for  the  Fall  of 
2002. 

The  City  of  Columbus  also  already  has  committed  $11  million  of 
its  $26  million  commitment  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  great 
need  for  this  floodwall  and  levee  is  further  illustrated  by  the  fact 
that  4,200  homes;  370  businesses;  26  industrial  and  institutional 
structures,  including  the  498-bed  Mount  Carmel  Hospital;  and  the 
Central  Ohio  Transit  Authority's  bus  garage  which  houses  equip- 
ment valued  at  approximately  $60  million,  all  lie  within  this  area 
threatened  by  our  Scioto  River.  I  might  also  add  that  both  the  hos- 
pital and  municipal  transit  authority  serve  the  entire  city. 

In  essence,  until  the  floodwall  is  constructed,  further  develop- 
ment of  Columbus'  west-side  downtown  can't  take  place.  According 
to  the  Franklinton  Board  of  Trade,  which  is  made  up  of  the  busi- 
ness community  in  the  protected  area,  it  is  estimated  that  for  every 
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one  dollar  cost,  there  will  be  three  dollars  returned  from  additional 
development  and  redevelopment  of  properties  within  the  area. 

The  City  of  Columbus,  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  the  residents  and 
businesses  of  Franklinton,  which  lie  directly  adjacent  to  the  Scioto 
River,  all  have  expressed  their  strong  support  over  the  years. 

People  who  work  and  live  on  the  near  west-side  are  anxiously 
awaiting  the  day  when  the  flood  protection  project  is  complete  and 
the  fear  of  massive  property  damage  and  loss  of  life  due  to  major 
flooding  are  past.  I  earnestly  urge  you  to  support  the  project  which 
is  included  in  the  President's  budget. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  appre- 
ciate your  time.  You  have  one  of  the  hardest  jobs  on  Capitol  Hill, 
and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  hope  you  look  favor- 
ably upon  this  request. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Pryce  follows:] 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 

Hon.  Deborah  Pryce  of  Ohio 

Before  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  23,  1995,  3:45  p.m. 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 


I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  on  behalf  of  the 
West  Columbus  Local  Flood  Protection  Project  -  a 
project  which  I  strongly  support. 

Before  I  begin,  let  me  take  a  moment  to  introduce  Mr. 
James  Joyce,  representing  the  office  of  the  Columbus 
Mayor  Greg  Lashutka.    I  would  also  ask  that  my 
entire  statement  be  included  in  the  Record. 

Last  year,  I  testified  before  this  Subcommittee 
regarding  the  Floodwall  and  $8  million  was  ultimately 
appropriated,  and  I  thank  you  for  your  consideration 
oip  my  request. 

As  you  have  heard  before,  there  is  a  great  need  in 
Columbus  for  a  floodwall.    This  need  dates  back  at 
least  80  years  to  1913,  when  the  Scioto  River,  which 
runs  through  the  heart  of  Columbus,  overflowed  its 
banks.    4.2  square  miles  immediately  west  of 
downtown  became  an  inland  sea.    Ninety-three 
residents  died  and  27,000  more  were  forced  out  of 
their  homes  and  businesses.    Within  a  matter  of 
hours,  over  4,500  structures  were  either  destroyed  or 
damaged. 

Twice  more  this  century,  in  1 937  and  in  1 959,  this 
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same  area  has  been  hit  by  major  floods  which  have 
caused  millions  of  dollars  in  damage.    The  prospect  of 
another  major  flood  looms  above  all  of  us  in 
Columbus  and  Central  Ohio. 

It  was  because  of  this  concern  that  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  undertook  pre-authorization 
studies  to  look  into  the  problems  of  downstream 
flooding.    Results  of  that  study  were  included  in  a 
flood  control  survey  requested  by  the  Congress  in  a 
resolution  by  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  of  July  14,  1970. 

These  studies  were  incorporated  in  the  West 
Columbus  feasibility  report  of  November,  1985,  and  a 
levee/floodwall  project  was  again  recommended.    As 
you  may  recall,  this  project  was  later  proposed  by  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  authorized  by  the 
Congress  in  1988  and  reauthorized  in  1990. 

It  is  with  this  in  mind  that  I  am  before  you  today 
urging  your  support  of  the  $2.8  million  included  in 
President  Clinton's  budget  for  continuation  of  this 
project.    The  first  contract  is  under  construction  and 
the  second  contract  will  be  awarded  this  Spring.    The 
completion  for  this  project  is  scheduled  for  the  Fall  of 
2002. 

The  City  of  Columbus  already  has  committed  $11 
million  of  its  $26  million  commitment  to  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.    The  great  need  for  this  floodwall  and 
levee  is  further  illustrated  by  the  fact  that  4,200 
homes,  370  businesses,  26  industrial  and  institutional 
structures,  including  the  498-bed  Mount  Carmel 
Hospital;  and  the  Central  Ohio  Transit  Authority's  bus 
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garage,  which  houses  equipment  valued  at 
approximately  $60  million,  all  lie  within  the  area 
threatened  by  the  Scioto  River.    I  might  also  add  that 
both  the  hospital  and  the  municipal  transit  authority 
serve  the  entire  city. 

In  essence,  until  the  floodwall  is  constructed,  further 
development  of  the  West  side  of  Columbus' 
downtown  cannot  take  place.    According  to  the 
Franklinton  Board  of  Trade,  which  is  made  up  of  the 
business  community  in  the  protected  area,  it  is 
estimated  that  for  every  $1  cost  there  will  be  a  $3 
return  from  additional  development  and 
redevelopment  of  properties  within  the  Franklinton 
area. 

The  City  of  Columbus,  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  the 
residents  and  businesses  of  Franklinton,  which  lies 
directly  adjacent  to  the  Scioto  River,  have  all 
expressed  their  strong  support  for  this  project  for 
many  years. 

The  people  who  work  and  live  on  the  near  west  side 
are  anxiously  awaiting  the  day  when  the  Flood 
Protection  Project  is  completed  and  the  fear  of 
massive  property  damage  and  loss  of  life  due  to  major 
flooding  are  past.    I  earnestly  urge  you  to  support  the 
project  which  is  included  in  the  President's  Budget. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  time  and  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee  to 
express  my  thoughts  and  the  thoughts  of  many  of  my 
constituents  in  support  of  this  greatly  needed  project 
which  must  go  forward  without  delay. 


1231 


Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  We  will  be  pleased  to 
work  with  you.  It  is  a  difficult  year. 

Ms.  Pryce.  We  understand  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  been  saying  that  for  years  but  we  really 
mean  it  this  year. 

Ms.  Pryce.  I  know,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  not  easy  anywhere,  and 
I  appreciate  the  constraints  you  are  working  under. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  understanding.  Thank  you  for  your 
testimony. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Questions? 

Mr.  Myers.  We  take  your  word  for  it. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  work  with  you  on  it  and  do  the  best  we  can. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  heard  that  before,  haven't  you? 

Ms.  Pryce.  We  always  believed  you  and  we  always  did  okay. 


Thank  you. 


Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
ILLINOIS  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.   JOHN    EDWARD   PORTER,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  state  OF  ILLINOIS 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  is  pleased  to  hear  our  colleague  on 
the  appropriations  committee,  Mr.  Porter  from  Illinois.  Your  pre- 
pared statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  proceed 
as  you  like. 

John. 

Mr.  Porter.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  Mr.  Frelinghuysen, 
thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  express  my 
support  for  three  projects  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  that 
were  included  in  the  President's  1996  budget.  These  projects  are 
very  important  to  the  economy  and  to  the  environment  in  my  dis- 
trict. 

First,  the  budget  includes  $362,000  for  the  Des  Plaines  River 
Flood  Control  Project.  The  requested  funds  will  enable  the  Corps 
to  complete  the  project's  feasibility  phase  by  April  1996.  The  project 
was  initiated  following  back-to-back  100-year  floods  in  1986  and 
1987  which  caused  over  $110  million  worth  of  damage.  The  need 
for  control  measures  is  very,  very  urgent.  Local  communities  have 
experienced  a  great  deal  of  anxiety  every  time  the  river  rises  be- 
cause of  rain  or  melting  snow.  The  project  is  a  very,  very  high  pri- 
ority— for  me  and  for  my  constituents. 

Second,  the  budget  contains  $970,000  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  Waukegan  Harbor  in  Waukegan,  lUinois.  Of  this  amount, 
$123,000  will  fund  routine  Army  Corps  operations  at  the  harbor, 
a  project  condition  survey,  and  various  environmental  studies.  The 
remaining  $847,000  of  the  request  will  cover  costs  of  routine  dredg- 
ing of  the  harbor,  regular  facility  maintenance  and  continued  devel- 
opment of  a  confined  disposal  facility.  The  disposal  facility  will  be 
used  to  store  PCB-contaminated  dredge  removed  from  the  harbor. 
This  was  once  a  prime  Superfund  site.  Some  PCBs  remain  in  the 
harbor  and  this  project  will  clean  up  the  remaining  ones. 
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Third,  the  budget  includes  $25,000,  a  request  for  Waukegan  Har- 
bor, to  carry  forward  the  1970  Modification  Project.  The  project 
provides  for  deepening  and  extension  of  the  existing  entrance  to 
the  outer  harbor  and  as  well  as  the  inner  basin.  Changes  are  need- 
ed to  better  accommodate  commercial  navigation  at  the  site.  Re- 
quested funds  will  enable  the  Corps  to  initiate  work  on  the  project's 
feasibility  report. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  want 
to  bring  to  your  attention  the  Des  Plaines  Wetlands  Demonstration 
Project  located  in  Wadsworth,  Illinois.  The  project  is  just  outside 
my  district  in  Congressman  Crane's  district.  Both  Congressman 
Crane  and  I  completely  support  the  project.  It  is  a  unique  and  vi- 
tally important  project  that  demonstrates  how  wetlands  can  be 
fully  restored  and  even  recreated  so  that  eventually  we  can  ensure 
that  there  is  no  net  loss  of  wetlands  in  our  country. 

Over  half  of  the  funding  from  this  project  comes  from  private. 
State  and  local  sources,  yet  Federal  support  is  vitally  needed.  In 
1988,  Congress  authorized  the  Corps  of  Engineers  $2.2  million  for 
the  project.  The  money  has  not  been  fully  appropriated.  I  would 
ask  the  committee  to  provide  funding  in  support  of  the  project  in 
the  upcoming  fiscal  year,  and  I  would  thank  you  all  for  listening 
to  me. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Porter  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  HONORABLE  JOHN  EDWARD  PORTER 

I.  Projects  to  be  discussed 

A.  Des  Plaines  River  Project 

B.  Waukegan  Harbor  (O&M) 

C.  Waukegan  Harbor  -  1970  Modification 

D.  Des  Plaines  Wetlands  Project 

II.  Request 

Fully  fund  FY96  budget  request  for  each  project 
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Chairman  Myers  and  Congressman  Bevill,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  the 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Subcommittee.  I  come  before  you  to  express 
my  strong  support  for  three  items  included  in  the  President's  FY96  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
budget.  These  items  are  vital  to  maintaining  the  quality  of  the  economy  and  environment  of 
my  district. 

First,  the  President's  budget  includes  $362,000  for  the  Corp's  Des  Plaines  River  project. 
This  project  was  undertaken  in  response  to  back- to-back  100  year  floods  which  occurred  in 
1986  and  1987  and  which  caused  over  $110  million  in  damage  to  communities  near  the  river. 
It  is  vital  that  the  project  continue  to  move  forward  since  these  communities  remain  at  risk  of 
further  damage  every  time  heavy  rains  or  other  natural  phenomena  swell  the  Des  Plaines 
River.    The  feasibility  phase  of  the  project  is  currently  65  percent  complete.    The  funds 
requested  for  FY96  will  enable  the  Corps  to  complete  die  feasibility  phase  by  the  end  of 
April  1996. 

Second,  I  hope  the  Subcommittee  will  fully  fund  the  Administration's  $970,000  request  for 
Corps'  operations  and  maintenance  work  at  Waukegan  Harbor  in  Waukegan,  Illinois.    Of  this 
amount,  $123,000  will  fund  routine  Corps  operations  at  die  harbor,  a  Project  Condition 
Survey,  and  various  environmental  studies.   The  remaining  $847,000  of  this  request  will  pay 
for  routine  dredging  of  the  harbor,  regular  maintenance  of  the  facility,  and  continued 
development  of  the  design  memorandum  of  the  Confined  Disposal  Facility  (CDF)  being 
designed  by  the  Corps.    The  CDF  will  evenmally  be  used  to  store  PCB-contaminated  dredge 
drawn  from  the  federal  and  state  portions  of  the  harbor's  channel.    The  CDF  is  part  of  an 
ongoing  Superfund  clean  up  of  the  harbor  following  discovery  of  PCB  contamination  there 
several  years  ago. 

Third,  the  President's  budget  contains  a  $25,000  request  for  the  Waukegan  Harbor  -  1970 
Modification  project.    This  project  will  evenmally  provide  for  deepening  and  extension  of  the 
existing  entrance  of  the  outer  harbor  and  the  inner  basin  as  well.   These  changes  are 
necessary  in  order  to  better  accomodate  commercial  navigation  at  the  site. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  request  that  the  Committee  provide  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
with  ftmding  for  the  Des  Plaines  Wetlands  Demonstration  Project  in  Wadsworth,  Illinois. 
Congress  authorized  $2.2  million  for  the  Des  Plaines  Wetlands  Project  in  1988  under  the 
Water  Resources  and  Development  Act.   While  the  project  receives  substantial  funding  firom 
local,  state  and  private  sources,  it  is  critical  that  Congress  appropriate  at  least  a  portion  of 
the  money  it  has  authorized  for  the  project. 
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The  Des  Plaines  Wetlands  Project  is  of  utmost  importance  to  our  understanding  of  wetlands 
and  will  result  in  significant  long-term  benefits  for  all  those  who  are  concerned  about  the 
preservation,  restoration  and  creation  of  wetland  ecosystems.   This  project  will  help  bridge 
the  gap  between  development  and  environmental  protection  by  showing  us  how  wetlands  can 
be  created  to  replace  wetland  areas  that  need  to  be  developed  for  conmiercial  or  residential 
pruposes. 

I  appreciate  the  support  the  Subcommittee  has  leant  to  these 
projects  in  the  past  and  am  prepared  to  answer  any  questions 
it  may  have. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  very  much,  John,  We  will  be  glad 
to  work  with  you. 
Mr.  Porter.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 
Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  John. 

Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 

WYOMING  VALLEY  LEVEE  RAISmG  PROJECT, 
PENNSYLVANL^. 

WITNESS 
HON.  PAUL  E.  KANJORSKI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague,  Mr.  Kanjorski  from  Pennsylvania. 
Paul,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Kanjorski.  I  appreciate  it,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  here  today 
as  I  have  been  for  the  last  10  years  before  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee. My  request  has  to  do  with  the  Wyoming  Valley  Levee  Rais- 
ing Project.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  floods  caused  by  Hurricane 
Agnes  occurred  in  1972,  Congress  was  unable  to  authorize  the 
levee  raising  promised  by  President  Nixon  until  1986. 

And  from  1986  until  now,  1995,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
worked  with  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  and  Luzerne 
County  to  construct  or  design  a  project  that  is  $81  million  less  than 
it  was  originally  anticipated  it  would  cost  and  will  provide  equal 
or  better  flood  protection. 

The  significant  factors  are  that  we  are  requesting,  as  is  included 
in  President  Clinton's  budget,  $4.3  million  to  begin  construction  of 
the  Wyoming  Valley  Levee  Raising  Project  this  year  and  to  keep 
it  on  schedule.  Specifically,  I  am  asking  the  committee  to  support 
the  request  of  the  administration  for  this  $4.3  million  so  that  fi- 
nally, after  some  23  years,  the  Wyoming  Valley  will  be  able  to 
begin  to  breathe  easier  as  a  result  of  past  experience  with  floods. 

In  1994,  we  had  the  scare  again,  as  we  have  on  three  other  occa- 
sions. Flooding  came  within  just  several  feet  of  the  type  of  devasta- 
tion that  cost  Wyoming  Valley  more  than  $2  billion  in  losses  from 
the  flood  Agnes.  The  Wyoming  Valley  has  now  worked  toward  re- 
covery. The  construction  of  the  project  is  the  final  peg  of  the  recov- 
ery and  the  commitment  of  the  Federal  Government.  We  are  ask- 
ing the  committee  to  support  it. 

But  above  and  beyond  that,  we  also  want  the  committee  to  take 
note  of  the  fact  that  we  are  asking  your  support  of  the  project's  in- 
novative nonstructural  mitigation  plan.  The  plan  is  the  first  of  the 
kind  that  the  administration  and  the  Congress  will  undertake.  The 
project  sponsors  have  worked  very  closely  with  the  Federal  Inter- 
agency Floodplain  Management  Review  Committee  and  incor- 
porated into  the  project  things  like  state-of-the-art  flood  forecasting 
and  warning  measures  and  advanced  floodplain  management  tech- 
niques. As  a  result  of  this  cooperation  and  the  inclusion  of  these 
components,  the  plan  will  in  the  future  be  able  to  mitigate  and 
lessen  the  flood  damage  that  will  occur,  give  residents  advanced 
knowledge  of  what  will  happen  in  the  weather  forecast  and  how  to 
prepare  and  mitigate  the  potential  damage  loss. 
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I  know  that  every  year  I  have  come  here  and  the  committee  has 
been  very  supportive  of  continuous  operation.  Approximately  $12  to 
$14  million  has  already  been  committed  to  the  project  by  the  non- 
Federal  sponsors.  This  is  now  in  the  construction  phase.  We  are 
ready  to  go,  and  we  can  then  promise  the  people  of  Wyoming  Val- 
ley, after  23  years,  that  they  will  not  have  to  have  a  reoccurrence 
of  the  flood  Agnes. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  has  committed  its  funds  to 
the  project.  The  local  county  governments  involved  have  committed 
their  local  funds.  The  non-structural  and  mitigation  plan  is  the  be- 
ginning of  something  that  shows  a  great  public  partnership  be- 
tween local.  State,  and  Federal  Government  to  mitigate  future 
losses  from  good  floodplain  management  and  to  incorporate  non- 
structural programs  and  mitigation  of  those  types  of  damages.  I 
think  it  can  be  the  bellwether  for  anticipation  of  what  is  necessary 
in  areas  like  the  Midwest  and  California  where  flooding  is  common. 
No  longer  will  we  just  make  preparations  and  take  care  of  the 
channel  flood  problems,  but  we  will  look  at  floodplain  management, 
at  development  and  how  we  can,  in  the  future,  mitigate  loss  of 
business  and  residential  assets  that  come  under  exposure  to  flood 
waters. 

So  I  ask  the  committee  to  continue  their  support  even  though  I 
recognize  this  is  a  new  time  and  a  new  administration.  I  trust  that 
because  this  project  is  of  such  a  high  priority  the  committee  will 
support  it.  The  project  comes  out  of  the  Authorization  Act  of  1986. 
It  is  a  floodplain  project  that  started  in  1972,  and  the  Army  Corps 
is  at  the  point  of  beginning  construction  of  the  project.  I  would  not 
want  to  lose  this  momentum,  nor  would  I  want  to  witness  the  psy- 
chological effect  that  would  occur  on  half  a  million  residents  who 
have  been  planning  for  this  project  and  counting  on  it  so  vitally  for 
the  last  10  years. 

So  I  urge  the  committee  to  give  all  their  consideration  and  sup- 
port to  the  administration's  recommendation  for  $4.3  million  in 
funding  this  year  for  construction  of  the  Wyoming  Valley  Levee 
Raising  Project. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Kanjorski  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CONGRESSMAN  PAUL  E.  KANJORSRI 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS 

CONCERNING  THE  WYOMING  VALLEY  LEVEE  RAISING  PROJECT 

MARCH  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  once  again  testify  about  a  project  which  is  vitally 
important  to  the  future  of  Northeastern  Pennsylvania  —  the  Wyoming  Valley 
Levee  Raising  Project.   Today  marks  the  11th  consecutive  year  that  I  have 
worked  in  Congress  to  advance  the  Levee  Raising  Project  and  I  am 
appreciative  of  this  subcommittee's  past  support  of  the  project.   I 
respectfully  request  that  you  support  the  President's  Budget  for  Civil 
Works  and  provide  $4.3  million  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  bill  for  the  Levee  Raising  Project. 

The  U.S.  Array  Corps  of  Engineers  has  determined  that  $4.3  million  is 
needed  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  to  initiate  construction  of  the  Levee  Raising 
Project  and  keep  planned  work  on  schedule.   The  Levee  Raising  Project  will 
protect  ongoing  economic  development  in  Northeastern  Pennsylvania  and 
ensure  that  more  than  500,000  residents  of  the  region  will  never  again  have 
to  endure  the  devastation  of  a  flood  the  magnitude  of  the  one  caused  by 
Hurricane  Agnes  in  1972. 

The  flood  caused  by  Hurricane  Agnes  in  June  1972  resulted  in  a 

waters 
\ 
caused  nearly  $1  billion  (about  $2.3  billion  in  current  dollars)  in  damages 
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in  the  Wyoming  Valley.   Approximately  25,000  homes  and  2,700  commercial 
establishments  were  inundated,  hundreds  of  businesses  and  five  major 
bridges  were  destroyed,  and  some  60,000  people  were  forced  temporarily  out 
of  work.   Some  people  permanently  lost  their  jobs. 

In  response  to  this  devastation.  President  Nixon  announced  that  the 
federal  government  was  committed  to  raising  the  existing  federal  levee 
system  in  the  Wyoming  Valley.   During  the  last  two  decades,  the  Levee 
Raising  Project  has  been  advanced  by  the  Army  Corps  under  the  direction  of 
both  Republican  and  Democratic  administrations.   President  Clinton 
continued  the  federal  government's  commitment  to  the  Levee  Raising  Project 
by  including  $4.3  million  for  the  project  in  his  Civil  Works  Budget  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996. 

The  economic  recovery  from  the  Hurricane  Agnes  disaster  was  not  easy 
for  the  people  of  the  Wyoming  Valley;  however,  today  the  region  no  longer 
bears  visible  scars  from  the  tragedy.   The  City  of  Wilkes-Barre,  which  is 
the  largest  community  along  the  Susquehanna  River,  is  a  vibrant  business 
and  residential  center.   The  communities  surrounding  Wilkes-Barre  have  also 
experienced  growth  that  has  further  revitalized  the  region. 

Today,  Wilkes-Barre  is  joining  with  the  neighboring  Borough  of 
Kingston  to  improve  the  waterfront  and  initiate  a  comprehensive  renovation 
of  the  downtown  areas  know  as  the  Core-City  Project.   In  addition, 
businesses  like  the  Travelers  Insurance  Company,  Lord  and  Taylor,  and  Sears 
are  continuing  to  locate  in  Northeastern  Pennsylvania.   Unfortunately, 

\ 


1240 


without  the  construction  of  the  Levee  Raising  Project,  much  of  the  existing 
and  planned  development  could  be  eliminated  in  one  afternoon  with  the 
recurrence  of  an  Agnes-level  flood. 

The  total  cost  to  the  Levee  Raising  Project  is  approximately  $160 
million  —  $81  million  less  than  the  $241  million  that  Congress  authorized 
for  the  project  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.   Despite  a.. 
34%  reduction  in  the  cost,  the  Levee  Raising  Project  will  fully  accomplish - 
its  intended  purpose  and  yield  a  higher  level  of  benefits  than  was 
originally  calculated.  The  Levee  Raising  Project  will  be  funded  75%  by  the 
federal  government,  12.5%  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  and  12.5%  by 
the  local  sponsor,  Luzerne  County.   This  is  an  excellent  example  of  how  all 
levels  of  government  can  form  a  working  partnership  that  can  meet  the  needs 
of  taxpayers  while  saving  tax  dollars. 

Clearly,  the  Levee  Raising  Project  is  a  public  investment  that  makes 
good  sense  for  both  the  Wyoming  Valley  and  the  federal  government. 
Following  the  Hurricane  Agnes  Flood,  the  federal  government  spent  more  than 
$1  billion  helping  the  region  to  recover  from  the  flood.   According  to  the 
Army  Corps,  a  recurrence  of  an  Agnes-Level  flood  today  would  cause 
approximately  $1.9  billion  in  damages  in  the  Wyoming  Valley  communities 
protected  by  levees. 


When  flooding  crippled  the  Midwest  last  spring  some  levee  systems  were 
unable  to  prevent  flood  waters  from  inundating  communities  and  farm  lands. 
As  a  result,  policy  makers  in  Washington,  D.C.  began  to  debate  the 
effectiveness  of  levees  in  preventing  flood  damages.   In  the  Wyoming 
Valley,  where  the  existing  federal  levee  system  has  successfully  protected 
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hundreds-of-thousands  of  citizens  from  floods  less  than  the  magnitude  of 
the  Agnes  flood,  the  debate  about  the  benefits  of  the  levees  is  quickly 
dismissed.   In  1975  the  flood  caused  by  Hurricane  Eloise,  which  almost 
reach  the  level  of  the  Agnes  flood,  was  effectively  controlled  by  the 
Wyoming  Valley  Levee.   Without  the  levee  system,  this  flood  would  have 
caused  hundreds-of-millions  of  dollars  of  damage  to  local  communities.   As 
recently  as  last  year,  the  levee  system  protected  Wilkes-Barre  and 
surrounding  communities  from  flood  waters  generated  by  harsh  winter  storms, 
when  the  Susquehanna  River  reached  levels  as  high  as  24  feet  above  its 
normal  stage. 

While  structural  flood  protection  has  worked  in  the  Wyoming  Valley,  I 
have  also  strongly  advocated  the  implementation  of  non-structural  measures 
in  the  area.   In  that  regard,  the  Army  Corps  has  included  a  non-structural 
and  mitigation  plan  in  the  General  Design  Memorandum  for  the  Levee  Raising 
Project  that  recommends  the  design  and  implementation  of  state-of-the-art 
flood  forecasting  and  warning  measures  as  well  as  advanced  floodplain 
management  techniques.   This  plan  was  established  while  keeping  in  mind  the 
report  issued  by  the  federal  government's  Interagency  Floodplain  Management 
Committee.   The  plan  includes  non-structural  flood  prevention/protection 
measures  as  well  as  small-scale  structural  features. 

With  my  support,  the  Army  Corps,  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  and 
Luzerne  County  have  established  a  plan  which  will  serve  as  a  national  model 
for  providing  benefits  to  property  owners  who  will  not  receive  the 
structural  protection  of  a  levee,  or  potentially  will  be  adversely  impacted 
by  a  flood  control  project.   The  plan,  in  conjunction  with  the  structural 
components  of  the  Levee  Raising  Project,  will  provide  a  comprehensive  flood 
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damage  prediction,  prevention,  control,  reduction,  and  recovery  program  for 
the  region.   The  non-structural  and  mitigation  plan  for  the  Levee  Raising 
Project  was  endorsed  last  year  by  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission 
which  described  the  plan  as  "innovative."   In  addition,  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Civil 
Works  have  also  expressed  strong  support  for  the  plan. 

Recently,  the  Army  Corps  completed  a  draft  of  the  final  General  Design 
Memorandum  for  the  Levee  Raising  Project.   If  full  funding  is  provided  in 
Fiscal  Year  1996,  the  Army  Corps  will  be  able  to  continue  work  on  the  Levee 
Raising  Project  and  start' construction  in  late  1995.   It  is  imperative  that 
this  subcommittee  ensures  that  the  full  federal  cost-share  for  the  Levee 
Raising  Project  is  in  place  to  allow  construction  to  proceed  as  scheduled. 

Nearly  twenty-three  years  after  one  of  the  most  devastating  natural 
disasters  in  the  history  of  the  United  States  crippled  the  Wyoming  Valley, 
the  federal  government  is  in  the  position  to  finally  make  good  on  its 
promise  to  provide  comprehensive  flood  protection  for  the  region.   By 
allocating  funding  for  this  project,  you  will  be  sending  the  citizens  of 
the  Wyoming  Valley  a  clear  message  that  the  federal  government  can  keep  its 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  once  again  I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  the  members  of 
this  subcommittee  for  its  support.   It  is  ray  hope  that  you  will  recognize 
the  significance  of  the  Levee  Raising  Project  to  the  citizens  of  the 
Wyoming  Valley,  as  well  as  the  federal  government,  and  provide  the  $4.3 
million  that  is  needed  to  keep  the  project  on  schedule.   \ 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Paul,  for  your  very  fine  statement. 
It  has  been  a  tough  year,  as  you  have  heard.  And  we  all  know  that. 
But  we  will  do  the  best  we  can. 

Mr.  Kanjorski.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Shuster  follows:] 
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HONORABLE  BUD  SHUSTER 
TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
MARCH  29,  1995 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  for  allowing  me  this  opportunity  to 
testify  on  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  bill 
for  FY  96. 

I  would  like  to  begin  by  thanking  the  Chairman,  Mr.  Myers  for  his 
years  of  support  for  the  Amry  Corps  of  Engineer's  programs. 
Through  this  Subcommittee's  efforts  it  has  been  possible  to  fund 
the  vital  programs  which  improve  the  <2uality  of  our  nation's 
navigable  waterways,  public  ports,  and  flood  control  structures. 

My  testimony  today  will  focus  on  four  requests  for  my  Rural  South 
Central  Pennsylvania  Congressional  District: 

o     $2.73  million  in  construction  funding  with  accompanying 
bill  language  for  design  of  a  small  dam  to  replace 
Mussers  Dam  in  Snyder  County,  Pennsylvania. 

o     $4.1  million  in  construction  funding  with  accompanying 
bill  lemguage  for  wetlands  restoration  and  the 
completion  of  acid  mine  drainage  mitigation  projects 
for  the  Broad  Top  region  of  Huntingdon  and  Bedford 
Counties,  Pennsylvania. 

o     $2.5  million  in  construction  funding  with  accoiqpanying 
bill  language  for  implementation  of  the  Army  Corps 
updated  Master  Plan  for  lake  Raystown,  Pennsylvania. 

o     The  Committee  funded  the  South  Central  Pennsylvemia 

Environmental  Infrastz-ucture  Program  at  $10  million  in 
FY  94  and  $7  million  in  FY  95.  The  House  passed  1994 
WRDA  bill  increased  the  authorization  level  for  this 
program  from  $17  million  to  $50  million.   Z  am   hopeful 
the  we  can  work  together  to  support  this  section  at 
historic  levels  during  the  next  fiscal  year. 

During  my  testimony  last  year  before  the  Committee,  I  stressed 
the  importance  of  adequate  funding  for  the  Corps'  Civil  Works 
progreu&s.   The  Corps'  Civil  Works  Mission  provides  badly  needed 
expertise  for  small  rural  communities,  who  without  this  support 
find  themselves  at  a  remarkable  disadvantage  when  trying  to  fund 
and  develop  water  infrastructure. 

As  Chairman  of  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Committee,  Z 
have  stressed  the  importance  of  expanding  the  Corps'  roles  in 
this  area  and  capitalizing  on  their  unique  capabilities  to  meet 
the  great  needs  of  rural  communities  across  our  nation. 
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These  projects  provide  benefits  far  beyond  their  cost.   They  are 
Investments  In  assets  which  provide  jobs  and  protect  one  of  our 
nation's  most  Important  resources;  water  <xuallty. 

In  addition,  to  these  individual  project  regiuests,  we  must  also 
continue  to  fund  the  other  important  Corps  missions  which  help 
develop  our  nation's  water  infrastructure.   Namely  adecjuate 
funding  for  the  Section  13  stream  bank  erosion  progreun  and  the 
Corps'  environmental  assistance  authorities  for  resource 
protection  and  development. 


During  the  last  Congress  I  testified  before  this  subcommittee  on 
these  exact  same  projects,  with  the  committee  providing  initial 
funds  for  general  investigations,  planning  and  review  on  all  of 
these  projects. 

Since  the  initial  funding  for  planning  and  design  review,  the 
Corps  will  soon  be  in  need  of  construction  funds  to  ensure  that 
these  projects  can  be  completed  in  a  timely  manner. 

Since  the  initial  funding  provided  by  this  Committee,  the  Corps 
over  the  last  two  years  has  proceeded  to  the  final  stages  of 
releasing  a  detailed  study  on  addressing  the  Acid  Mine  Drainage 
in  the  Broad  Top  Region.   With  the  continued  support  by  the 
Committee  for  Section  304  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act 
of  1992,  the  Corps  should  be  able  to  implement  its  detailed  pl«m 
to  combat  Acid  Mine  Drainage  in  the  region,  through  wetland 
creation  and  acid  mine  drainage  abatement. 

Another  project  which  the  Corps  has  been  studying  and  could  prove 
to  be  helpful  with  is  the  restoration  of  Mussers  Dsun  in  Snyder 
County  which  was  dismantled  in  1992  due  to  unsubstantiated 
concerns  over  its  safety.   Since  the  dam's  demolition  this  once 
well  stocked,  recreational  lake  is  now  little  more  than  a  mud 
covered  plain. 

I  am  asking  that  the  Committee  provide  funding  for  the  remaining 
$2.73  million  in  authorization  for  the  project.   This  could  allow 
the  Corps  to  facilitate  construction  on  the  project  in  the  next 
fiscal  year.   The  Corps  has  initiated  the  investigation  stage  and 
is  working  closely  with  the  state  to  put  this  project  on  the  fast 
track  and  this  funding  will  provide  the  needed  funds  to  complete 
construction. 
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Finally,  I  am  seeking  an  additional  $2.5  million  from  the 
Committee  to  provide  for  further  implementation  of  the  Corps' 
updated  Lake  Raystown  Master  Plan.   This  8,300  acre  facility's 
last  Master  Plan  update  was  finished  almost  20  years  ago  and  this 
funding  will  provide  the  Corp  with  the  tools  to  rebuild  badly 
needed  infrastructure  improvements  to  the  Lake. 

On  a  separate  matter,  I  want  to  express  my  grave  concern  over  the 
Clinton  Administration's  unwarranted,  unsubstantiated  budget 
initiative  to  end  the  Corps  of  Engineers  role  in  flood  control 
and  other  longstanding  mission  areas. 

While  I  understand  that  fiscal  reality  and  responsible  budgeting 
reoruire  the  Congress  to  look  closely  at  all  programs  and  that 
untargeted  reductions  are  necessary,  the  current  proposal  simply 
doesn't  make  sense  and  won't  work.   I  look  forward  to  working 
with  my  colleagues  to  develop  meaningful,  common  sense  reform  to 
the  program. 

1  ask  that  the  Committee  take  steps  to  ensure  that  the  Corps  fund 
projects  which  are  authorized  and  appropriated  for  a  specific 
purpose . 

Unfortunately  in  the  past  the  Corps'  has  had  a  well  documented 
history  of  holding  back  funds  for  projects  on  which  they  do  not 
agree.   Providing  bill  language  to  ensure  that  the  funds  provided 
will  be  spent  as  they  are  intended  by  Congress  can  prohibit  the 
Corps  from  this  type  of  unsanctioned  policy  making  and  provide 
these  projects  with  the  needed  financial  support  they  deserve. 

1  eun  hopeful  the  Committee  could  provide  this  language  and 
guidance  on  each  of  these  project  requests. 

Z  again  want  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  their  past  support  for 
my  projects  and  I  ask  for  your  favorable  consideration  of  my 
current  rec^uests . 

These  projects  will  go  along  way  in  improving  the  quality  of  life 
in  my  part  of  Rural  Pennsylvania  and  as  always  I  eun  always  ready 
to  help  the  subcommittee  in  any  way  necessary  to  see  that  these 
projects  receive  the  fxinding  they  deserve. 
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In  closing,  Z  would  like  to  mention  another  vital  program  that 
warrants  the  support  of  this  committee  and  the  Congress.   In  the 
current  environment  of  block  granting  and  devolving  programs,  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  is  a  model  program. 

While  most  programs  centered  on  a  top  down  approach  to  government 
the  ARC  has  always  been  a  model  of  State/Federal  partnership.   In 
fact,  the  13  Appalachian  states  together  agree  on  the  final 
distribution  of  funds  under  the  program. 

This  program  is  lean  at  the  top  with  only  4%  of  its  funding  used 
for  Administrative  overhead,  and  long  on  local  and  state 
flexibility.   It  is  this  flexibility  that  has  been  crucial  to  the 
its  success. 

Last  month,  my  Committee  began  hearings  into  the  future  of  the 
ARC.   Those  hearings  were  filled  the  successes  of  this  program: 

o     Over  the  past  10  years,  ARC  projects  were  projected  to 
create  108,000  new  jobs  and  help  retain  80,000  more 
across  the  region. 

o    In  the  Appalachian  region,  three  times  as  many  jobs 

were  created  in  counties  with  major  highways,  compared 
to  non-highway  counties. 

While  these  statistics  point  to  the  many  achievements  of  the 
program,  the  ARC  mission  is  far  from  over.   Other  evidence  at 
unveiled  at  our  hearings  indicated  that  Appalachia  is  still 
lagging  behind  most  of  the  nation  in  key  indicators  of  economic 
growth,  with  almost  1/3  of  all  ARC  counties  still  considered 
economically  threatened. 

Over  the  next  two  months  I  look  forward  to  working  with  leaders 
on  this  Committee  as  well  as  the  members  of  my  Committee, 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  as  we  craft  authorizing 
legislation  reforming  the  prograuns  of  the  ARC. 

I  am  hopeful  this  Copngress  will  not  decide  to  prematurely 
terminate  the  ARC.   We  should  not  pull  the  rug  out  from  under  a 
prdgram  which  gives  the  states  the  tools  they  need  to  help  rural 
communities  create  jobs. 

As  this  Congress  looks  to  block  grant  and  streamline  programs, 
known  for  their  ineffective,  heavy  handed  bureacracies  it  is 
important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  ARC  receives  no  such  criticism 
from  the  states.    In  fact,  the  ARC  enjoys  unanimous  and  ringing 
endorsements  from  the  region's  13  Governors,  who  ironically  are 
the  same  Oovemors  seeking  greater  freedom  <md  flexibility  from 
many  of  these  other  disastrous  federally  run  programs. 
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Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
NEW  YORK  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  SUSAN  MOLINARI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  is  pleased  now  to  hear  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  York,  Susan  Molinari.  Your  prepared  statement 
will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Ms.  Molinari.  I  appreciate  that  and  I  will  keep  my  remarks 
brief.  Though  all  of  us  feel  that  our  projects  are  the  most  important 
projects  in  the  world,  you  have  had  to  sit  through  an  entire  day  of 
hearing  how  important  our  projects  are.  I  thank  you  for  this  oppor- 
tunity that  you  present  us  with  today. 

Let  me  at  the  outset  mention  to  the  members  of  this  committee 
that  I  do  share  your  concern  with  the  President's  Army  Corps  pro- 
posal to  stop  shore  protection  and  the  dredging  of  recreational  har- 
bors, and  as  a  member  of  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Committee  which  has  some  jurisdiction  over  this  policy,  I  would 
certainly  like  to  work  with  you  to  address  this  proposal. 

I  understand  that  earlier  today  you  did  hear  from  the  Port  Au- 
thority of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  and  New  York  City  regarding 
their  request  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  I  am  here  to  support  their 
budget  requests  which  I  have  worked  very  closely  with  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  develop.  Specifically,  there  are  a  number  of 
projects  which  are  of  vital  importance  to  the  New  York  Harbor  that 
I  would  like  to  enumerate. 

The  Rowland  Hook  Marine  Terminal.  This  project  would  pursue 
dredging  the  channel  to  the  Howland  Hook  Marine  Terminal,  pos- 
sibly the  single  most  economic  issue  to  my  constituents  on  Staten 
Island.  Members  may  be  interested  to  know  that  this  project  is  one 
of  the  top  priorities  of  newly  elected  Governor  George  Pataki.  It  is 
his  top  economic  development  priority. 

While  I  understand  the  full  request  for  this  project  is  $800,000 
to  resolve  the  current  dredged  material  disposal  problem  and  the 
engineers  and  design  authorization,  I  believe  that  only  $400,000  of 
this  funding  will  be  expended  in  this  fiscal  year.  Nevertheless  I  am 
fully  advocating  the  full  funding  request  as  a  necessary  step  to 
completing  this  project. 

As  my  colleague  from  New  Jersey  certainly  will  validate,  this 
container  port  along  with  those  in  New  Jersey  is  vital  to  the  eco- 
nomic development  in  New  York  and  New  Jersey  and  is  essential 
that  it  needs  to  be  dredged  so  that  Howland  Hook  does  not  con- 
tinue to  lose  shipping  business  to  Canada. 

That  is  where  we  are  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  area.  We  are 
in  danger  because  of  our  inability  to  dredge  more  efficiently,  that 
shippers  are  finding  it  cheaper  to  actually  go  to  Canada  and  we  do 
not  want  to  see  them  find  that  as  a  temporary  nook,  that  they  may 
enjoy  that  in  the  future  as  we  continue  to  lose  our  shipping  busi- 
ness in  the  harbor. 

There  are  other  options  that  I  mention  in  my  testimony  in  terms 
of  where  I  prefer  the  dredge  to  go.  Let  me  read  off  other  items  I 
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would  like  the  committee  to  look  into.  $30,000  to  complete  the  revi- 
sion of  the  hurricane  protection  plan  for  the  south  shore  of  Staten 
Island.  My  district,  like  so  many  other  districts,  fell  prey  to  the 
nor'easter  storms  and  we  are  embarking  on  a  shore  restoration 
plan  and  we  need  $30,000  to  complete  that. 

$100,000  in  construction  for  the  New  York  Harbor  collection  and 
drift  removal  and  $19.4  million  is  included  in  the  administration's 
budget  recommendations  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  11  navi- 
gational projects  for  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey.  Such 
appropriations  would  go  a  long  way  to  help  resolve  the  dredge 
problems  that  we  talked  about,  the  sediment  decontamination 
project  that  I  know  you  are  aware  of  The  dredging  in  the  Port  of 
New  York  and  New  Jersey  is  one  that  will  not  go  away.  In  longer 
terms,  new  solutions  must  be  found  and  a  coordinated  effort  must 
continue  in  the  region. 

The  recent  progress  which  has  been  made  in  New  Jersey  under 
Governor  Whitman's  leadership  and  the  election  of  Governor 
Pataki  in  New  York  has  promised  to  follow  through.  This  makes 
me  optimistic  that  together  we  can  research  viable  opportunities, 
such  as  containment  islands,  for  our  region's  dredge  problems  and 
to  keep  our  port  operational.  It  is  an  issue  which  I  intend  to  pursue 
further  with  this  committee  in  the  future  and  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  in  reaching  a  practical  and  workable  solution. 

Let  me  conclude  by  thanking  you  for  your  time  to  present  what 
we  believe  to  be  our  priorities  and  we  do  know  as  for  all  of  us  when 
we  go  back  to  our  respective  committees  that  the  decisions  with  re- 
gard to  funding  are  more  difficult  this  year,  but  we  thank  you  for 
giving  us  an  opportunity  to  feel  that  we  have  had  our  input. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Molinari  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

CONGRESSWOMAN  SUSAN  MOUNARI 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Thursday,  March  23,  1995 

Mr.  Chainnan,  Members  of  the  Committee,  let  me  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify 

before  you  today  regarding  issues  which  are  crucially  important  to  the  economic  and  environmental 

health  of  New  York  harbor. 

At  the  outset,  I  would  like  to  mention  to  the  members  of  this  committee  that  I  share  your 
concern  with  the  President's  Army  Corp.  proposal  to  stop  shore  protection  and  dredging  of  recreational 
harbors.   As  a  member  of  the  Transportation  and  Infrastnicture  Committee  which  has  jurisdiction  over 
this  policy,  I  will  certainly  work  with  you  to  address  this  proposal. 

I  understand  that  earlier  today  you  heard  from  the  New  York  and  New  Jersey  Port  Authority 
and  the  City  of  New  York  regarding  their  requests  for  Fiscal  Year  1996,  and  I  am  here  today  to 
support  their  budget  requests  which  they  have  worked  closely  on  with  the  Army  Coq).  of  Engineers  to 
develop.   Specifically,  there  are  a  number  of  pn>jects  which  are  of  vital  importance  to  New  Yoik 
Hartwr  and  to  my  constituents  which  I  will  take  a  moment  to  discuss. 

ROWLAND  HOOK  MARINE  TERMINAL: 

This  project  would  pursue  dredging  the  channel  to  the  Rowland  Hook  Marine  Terminal, 
possibly  the  single  most  important  economic  issue  to  my  constittients  on  the  north  shore  of  Staten 
Island.   Members  may  be  interested  to  know  that  this  project  is  also  one  of  newly  elected  Goveroor 
Geoige  Pataki's  top  economic  development  priorities. 
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While  I  understand  that  the  full  request  for  this  project  is  $800,000  to  resolve  the  current 
dredged  material  disposal  problem  and  the  engineering  and  design  authorization,  I  understand  that  only 
$400,000  of  this  funding  will  be  expended  in  this  fiscal  year.    Nevertheless,  I  fiiUy  advocate  the  full 
funding  request  as  a  necessary  step  to  completing  this  project.   Such  a  container  port  is  vital  to 
economic  development  in  New  York,  and  it  is  essential  that  the  needed  dredging  be  done  at  Howland 
Hook  so  that  we  do  not  continue  to  lose  shipping  business  to  Canadian  ports. 

In  that  regard,  members  of  the  committee  should  know  that  I  believe  the  dredge  disposal  cations 
being  pursued  for  Howland  Hook  by  the  Port  Authority  and  the  Army  Corp.  are  inadequate  and  not 
working  towards  the  most  viable  solution.    I  feel  strongly  that  upland  disposal  should  be  fully  pursued 
for  the  Howland  Hook  project  as  the  only  feesible  solution  which  meets  the  necessary  timelines.    A 
landfill  operator  should  be  secured  to  accept  the  waste  and  a  coordinated  effort  should  begin  towards 
pursuing  the  ultimate  goal  of  opening  this  facility  immediately. 


Other  items  which  I  believe  this  committee  should  also  fully  fund  include: 


$30,000  to  complete  the  revision  of  the  Hurricane  Protection  Plan  for  the  South  Shore  of 
Staten  Island.   This  funding  will  ensure  that  the  Hurricane  Protection  Study  is  completed 
and  pKpaied  for  implemenution  Thousands  of  families  residing  in  the  South  Shore 
community  of  Staten  Island  are  anxiously  awaiting  the  completion  of  this  study. 

$100,000  in  construction  for  the  New  York  Harbor  Collection  and  Removal  of  Drift  - 
which  would  include  funding  to  continue  the  engineering  and  design  of  Shooters  Island, 
Kill  Van  KuU,  and  Arthur  Kill,  NY  reaches. 


89-757    0—95 41 
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$19.4  million  included  in  the  Administration's  budget  recommendation  for  Operation  and 
Maintenance  of  1 1  navigation  projects  in  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  federal 
channel  system.    Such  an  appropriation  will  help  resolve  the  dredged  material  disposal 
problems  and  go  toward  performance  of  other  disposal  technology  designation  work. 

The  Sediment  Decontamination  Project,  authorized  in  Section  405  of  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1992  remains  an  important  navigational  program  for  New 
York.    I  appreciate  the  support  of  this  Appropriations  committee  for  this  program  and 
will  seek  to  add  funding  through  the  VA/HUD  Subcommittee  later  this  year. 

In  closing,  let  me  mention  that  the  issue  of  dredging  all  of  the  Port  of  New  York  and  New 
Jersey  is  an  important  one  which  will  not  go  away.   In  the  longer  term,  and  in  the  hope  of  preventing 
further  dredging  crises  in  the  future,  new  solutions  must  be  found  and  the  coordinated  efforts  in  the 
region  must  continue.   The  recent  progress  made  in  New  Jersey  under  Gov.  Whitman's  leadership  and 
the  election  of  Gov.  Pataki  in  New  York  make  me  optimistic  about  the  prospects  for  greater 
cooperation  between  the  two  states  to  solve  the  region's  dredging  problems.   Together,  we  are 
researching  and  pursuing  viable  alternatives  --  such  as  containment  islands  --  in  order  to  keep  our  port 
operational.    This  is  an  issue  which  I  intend  to  pursue  with  this  committee  in  the  future,  and  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  you  towards  reaching  a  practical  and  workable  solution. 

Let  me  again  thank  the  Members  of  this  committee  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  about  these 
important  funding  requests,  and  I  ask  you  to  carefully  consider  these  proposals  as  you  move  forward. 
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Congresswoman  Susan  Molinari 

Projects  Important  to  New  York  Harbor 

Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 

Fiscal  Year  1996 

Studies  RgqugSt 

Arthur  Kill  Channel, 

Howland  Hook  Marine  $400,000 

South  Shore  of  Staten  Island 

Hurricane  Protection  Plan  $  30,000 


Construction 

New  York  Harbor  Collection  and 

Removal  of  Drift,  NY  &  NJ  $100,000 


Operation  &  Maintenance 

1 1  Navigation  projects 

(including  Bay  Ridge  & 

Red  Hook  Channels,  NY)  $19.4  million 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  Susan,  we  thank  you  for  your  testimony  today. 
I  just  was  thinking,  you  are  a  second  generation  and  Rod  the  sec- 
ond generation.  Mr.  Bevill  and  I  served  with  both  of  your  fathers. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  That  should  work  to  our  benefit.  I  thought  it  was 
worth  a  shot.  You  know  you  try  everything  in  this  economic  cli- 
mate. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  is  a  better  reason  than  some  people  have  used. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  know  my  dad  enjoyed 
serving  with  both  of  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Your  testimony  was  so  convincing,  Susan,  that  you 
got  my  vote.  I  didn't  say  money,  I  said  vote. 

Mr.  Myers.  As  you  mentioned,  it  is  a  tough  time  this  year.  It  is 
more  tough  this  year — tougher  or  more  difficult  than  in  years  past. 
But  we  will  do  the  best  we  can.  We  will  try  to  work  with  you. 

Ms.  MOLINARL  We  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Myers.  Tell  your  dad  hello  for  us. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Stoddard  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

SUBMITTED  TO  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

March  20,  1995 

Gerard  Stoddard 

President,  Fire  Island  Association 

Chairman,  Long  Island  Coastal  Alliance 

Vice  President  and  New  York  State  Coordinator,  National 

Coalition  to  Save  America's  Beaches 

263  West  20th  Street 

New  York,  NY  10011 

(212)  924-7435 

REMOVING  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  FROM  SHORE  PROTECTION  AND 
BEACH  RESTORATION  IS  PENNY-WISE  AND  POUND-FOOLISH 


The  Fire  Island  Association  represents  3500  owners  of 
property  in  the  17  communities  located  within  the  Fire  Island 
National  Seashore.  The  Long  Island  Coastal  Alliance  represents 
individuals,  property  owner  and  condominium  associations,  coastal 
villages,  yacht  clubs,  and  marine  and  coast-related  businesses 
from  around  Long  Island's  shorelines.  The  National  Coalition  to 
Save  America's  Beaches  was  created  by  the  American  Shore  and 
Beach  Preservation  Association  to  battle  the  ill-advised  proposal 
to  remove  the  Corps  of  Engineers  from  local  shore  protection 
projects. 

In  1992  and  1993,  storms  battered  the  south  shore  of  Long 
Island,  N.Y.,  gravely  weakening  the  barrier  islands  that  protect 
the  mainland  communities  and  the  estuarine  system  that  extends 
from  Shinnecock  to  Coney  Island.  The  December  1992  storm  was 
almost  a  mirror  image  of  the  Ash  Wednesday  storm  of  30  years 
earlier.  In  both,  a  low  pressure  system  caused  water  to  build  up 
in  the  back  bays,  threatening  to  cut  through  the  barrier  island 


1256 


2 

When  higher  atmospheric  pressure  and  falling  tides  forced  the 
water  back  into  the  ocean. 

There  was  a  major  difference  between  the  storms.  In  1962 
there  had  not  been  a  2  0-year  history  of  an  interrupted  sand  flow 
that  made  Long  Island's  beaches,  once  among  the  widest,  most 
protective  and  best  from  a  recreational  standpoint  of  any  in  the 
world,  into  little  more  than  a  fragile  strip  offering  little 
protection  to  the  mainland  and  scant  attraction  to  bathers  and 
tourists. 

Today,  as  a  result  of  an  uncompleted  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  and  failure  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  inlet  stabiliza- 
tion to  the  east,  Long  Island's  barrier  island  system  is  in  peril 
of  multiple  breaching.  Another  storm  of  the  magnitude  of  December 
1992  could  fragment  the  barrier  and  wreak  havoc  on  the  south 
shore  of  Long  Island.  Only  the  proposed  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  will  prevent  this  from  happening,  sooner  or  later.  If  the 
Administration  removes  Corps  of  Engineers  funding  from  this 
project,  the  calamity  will  happen  sooner,  not  later. 

That  would  mean  the  loss  of  millions,  if  not  billions,  of 
dollars  worth  of  private  and  public  real  estate  and  infrastruc- 
ture, including  hospitals,  apartment  houses  and  private  homes  and 
businesses.  Against  these  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in 
losses,  the  Administration  would  now  refuse  to  sanction  the 
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spending  of  a  few  tens  of  millions  to  prevent  the  damage  from 
occurring  and  protecting  a  uniquely  valuable  recreational  and 
commercial  resource  for  millions  of  citizens. 

The  recently  completed  restoration  of  the  recreational  beach 
at  Coney  Island  is  only  one  example  of  the  kind  of  project  the 
Administration  would  eliminate.  For  an  expenditure  of  less  than 
$9  million  in  federal  funds  (New  York  State  and  New  York  City 
contributed  $3.3  million  and  $1.4  million  respectively)  the  Coney 
Island  beach  was  refurbished  and  made  more  usable  to  millions  of 
New  Yorkers  who,  without  it,  have  little  else  in  the  way  of 
summer  recreation  possibilities. 

That  recreation  benefits  are  not  "counted"  in  the  cost  to 
benefit  ratio  for  shore  protection  represents  a  nonsensical 
decision  from  the  1980s  that  should  be  reversed.  But  even  without 
this  added  benefit,  the  greatly  increased  storm  protection  from 
shore  stabilization  projects,  the  increased  economic  activity 
resulting  from  increased  use  of  beaches  and  the  increased  real 
estate  tax  ratables  all  contribute  to  a  stronger  economy  in  the 
area  of  the  restored  beach  and  the  surrounding  region. 

Former  Governor  Cuomo 's  Coastal  Erosion  Task  Force  recom- 
mended a  number  of  projects  that  reflected  its  new  sense  of  the 
importance  of  beaches  to  the  Long  Island  economy.   With  only  14 
percent  of  the  state's  population.  Long  Island  contributes  almost 
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20  percent  of  the  state's  revenue.  Much  of  that  revenue  is  beach- 
related.  One  recent  study  of  the  barrier  island  and  south  shore 
communities  of  central  Long  Island  found  that  area  beaches 
generate  a  beach-related  tourist  industry  worth  over  $1.5  billion 
a  year  to  Long  Island. 

For  the  Administration  to  pull  the  Corps  of  Engineers  out  of 
local  shore  protection. makes  no  sense  from  an  economic,  resource 
protection  or  legal  standpoint.  The  federal  government  is,  and 
will  remain,  responsible  for  the  operation  of  and  maintenance  of 
inlets  the  government  stabilized.  It  is  only  logical  that  it 
should  also  be  responsible  for  mitigating  the  effects  of  such 
inlets  and  other  government  structures  that  interfere  with  the 
flow  of  sediment  that  nourishes  the  downdrift  beaches. 

Several  legal  actions  have  been  filed  against  the  federal 
government  in  this  connection.  At  present,  the  government  is  able 
to  forestall  actions  by  implementing  programs  that  mitigate  the 
impact  of  government  projects  that  are  thought  to  be  causing 
problems  in  downdrift  beach  communities.  If  it  loses  this  abili- 
ty, sooner  or  later  a  court  will  find  the  government  liable  for 
damage  to  property  that  results  from  government  action,  or 
inaction. 

The  Administration  proposal  also  ignores  the  favorable 
impact  of  beach  protection  projects  on  the  U.S.  balance  of 
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payments.  Travel  and  tourism  is  the  largest  industry  in  the  U.S. 
and  the  world,  with  world-wide  revenues  of  $2.9  trillion.  In  the 
U.S.  alone,  travel  and  tourism  accounts  for  $47  billion  in  tax 
revenues  to  local,  state  and  federal  governments. 

Beaches  are  the  number  one  tourist  destination  in  the  U.S. 
with  85  percent  of  tourist  dollars  spent  in  coastal  states. 
Foreign  tourists  alone  have  more  than  paid  for  the  replenishment 
of  Miami  Beach,  a  $60  million  project  of  a  few  years  ago.  Yet 
since  1950,  federal  government  outlays  for  shore  protection  and 
restoration  has  been  only  $15  million  a  year.  Other  governments 
spend  many  times  that  amount.  The  return  on  this  modest  invest- 
ment has  been  stupendous.  For  the  Administration  to  throw  it  out 
with  the  budget-cutting  bath  water  is  irresponsible. 

Beach-related  tourism  is  also  a  huge  jobs  generator,  ac- 
counting for  11  million  jobs,  including  some  343,00  new  jobs  in 
the  last  year  alone.  All  of  U.S.  manufacturing  employs  only  18 
million.  As  Economist  William  R.  Stronge  has  shown,  rather  than 
deprecate  travel  and  tourism  jobs,  we  should  recognize  that  they 
are  not  only  essential  to  those  who  fill  them,  but  a  vital  part 
of  coastal  states'  ability  to  attract  international  tourists. 

There  are  many  ways  to  cut  spending  by  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers that  should  be  explored.  It  is  no  longer  necessary,  for 
example,  for  the  Corps  to  supervise  and  issue  permits,  with  full 
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public  notice,  including  hearings  to  resolve  disputes,  every  time 
a  homeowner  wants  to  install  a  boat  lift  or  dredge  his  slip. 
These  matters  should  be  handled  by  local  authorities.  Similarly, 
there  are  canal  locks  and  the  like,  staffed  by  federal  personnel, 
that  should  be  transferred  to  private  entities  or  local  govern- 
ment. Even  in  shore  protection,  there  are  too  many  levels  of 
review  and  too  few  decisions  being  made  by  engineers  at  the 
operating  level. 

The  entire  structure  of  the  Corps  would  profit  from  examina- 
tion and  realignment,  with  only  those  activities  of  national 
significance  being  retained.  But  shore  protection  along  the 
oceans  and  major  rivers  and  lakes  clearly  fits  that  description. 
Operating  locks  and  reviewing  creek  dredging  does  not. 

Right  now,  rival  politicians  are  playing  political  chicken 
with  needed  shore  protection  projects.  Each  is  daring  the  other 
to  show  preferment  of  these  projects  over  school  lunches  or 
various  welfare  plans.  This  cynical  approach  ignores  economic  as 
well  as  public  health  and  safety  realities. 

Trim  the  fat  and  duplication  from  Corps  of  Engineers  prac- 
tices and  procedures.  Make  sure  projects  are  done  faster  and  more 
efficiently  by  getting  more  decision-making  down  to  the  project 
level.  But  make  cuts  with  a  scalpel,  not  a  meat  axe. 

### 
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Thursday,  March  23,  1995. 
WASHINGTON  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  RICHARD  "DOC  HASTINGS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WASHINGTON 

Mr.  Myers.  Last  up,  Doc.  Do  you  want  to  come  up  and  talk  a 
while? 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  saved  the  most  important  to  the  last. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  ran  out  of  money.  We  can  still  listen  to  you. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  our  colleague  from  Washington  State, 
Mr.  Hastings. 

Mr.  Hastings.  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity.  Let  me 
state  from  the  outset  that  I  am  the  first  Hastings  that  I  know  of 
from  my  family  branch  that  ever  served  in  this  body.  We  have  de- 
cided that  we  are  going  to  look  into  that  and  see  where  we  are. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Hastings.  I  appreciate  that  very  much.  I  want  to  state  from 
the  outset  that  your  staff  has  been  very  good  to  my  staff  going 
through  the  rescission  process  and  I  appreciate  very  much  their  let- 
ting us  know  what  was  going  on  so  that  we  could  react  accordingly. 

I  want  to  say  here  briefly  that  something  that  obviously  needs 
to  be  funded  in  my  district,  but  I  also  want  to  suggest  that  there 
are  areas  where  we  really  can  cut  and  save  some  money  too.  And 
I  think  there  is  a  trade-off,  and  in  this  climate,  I  think  that  is  the 
way  we  should  proceed. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  going  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Hastings.  My  district  includes  the  Hanford  Nuclear  Res- 
ervation, as  you  know,  and  that  is  the  biggest  Federal  part  of  my 
district.  Hanford  Nuclear  Reservation  was  part  of  the  Second 
World  War  of  effort.  There  were  mistakes  however  that  were  made 
down  the  line  and  now  that  area  is  the  most  contaminated  nuclear 
reservation  with  hazardous  materials  and  nuclear  materials  in  the 
country.  And  the  nature  of  those  materials  is  that  it  will  not  go 
away  in  a  short  period  of  time.  It  needs  to  be  cleaned  up  and, 
frankly,  it  has  always  received  bipartisan  support  on  cleaning  it 
up. 

With  that  background  with  the  need  that  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  clean  it  up,  I  think  the  Department 
of  Energy  when  they  submitted  their  budget  missed  a  couple  of 
points  because  they  were  looking — and  I  have  some  charts  here — 
they  were  looking  strictly  at  numbers  and  not  at  solutions. 

In  the  past — we  put  on  there  Oak  Ridge  and  Savannah  River — 
there  were  cuts  of  employment.  They  have  taken  those  hits  but 
they  have  not  done  anything  to  resolve  how  are  we  going  to  con- 
tinue the  cleanup.  I  suggest  there  are  two  things  we  can  do.  We 
can  privatize.  Senator  Gordon  and  I  introduced  bills  to  speed  up 
that  process  and  we  also  are  developing  legislation  to  deregulate 
that  activity. 

There  are  a  number  of  environmental  regulations  that  pertain  to 
Hanford.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  your  committee  but  nevertheless 
if  we  can  streamline  that  it  will  help.  And  I  have  a  second  one  just 
to  show  how  complex  it  is  to  get  the  job  done.  These  are  regulations 
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that  pertain  to  cleaning  up  in  the  Hanford  and  they  have  acceler- 
ated in  the  last  10  years.  We  are  trying  to  streamline  that.  And  if 
we  can  do  that,  we  think  we  can  get  a  bigger  bang  for  the  dollar. 

And  so  we  are  developing  legislation  now  to  try  to  streamline 
this  whole  process  but  I  just  wanted  to  point  out  to  you  what  we 
are  faced  with  and  that  is  why  there  is  a  lot  of  criticism  of  cleaning 
up  the  Hanford  Nuclear  Reservation. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  many  of  them  are  Federal  regulations? 

Mr.  Hastings.  Those  are  all  Federal  regulations  and  they  over- 
lap each  other.  And  then  there  are  regulations  that  say  even  where 
they  conflict  with  each  other,  you  have  to  comply  with  all  of  them. 
That  is  silly  and  we  are  going  to  try  to  streamline  that  process. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  think  sometimes  these  regulators,  they  run  out  of 
anything  to  do. 

Mr.  Hastings.  Well,  that  is  probably  true. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Then  they  have  to  just  write  some  more  regulations. 

Mr.  Hastings.  We  hope  there  is  a  different  atmosphere  in  this 
body  now  that  we  can  look  at  those  things  and  put  some  common 
sense  back  into  it. 

One  other  thing,  it  is  a  small  area,  but  there  are  stakeholders 
that  are  involved  and  even  their  decision-making  process  is  con- 
voluted and  this  is  the  decision-making  process  that  the  stakehold- 
ers have  to  go  through  to  advise  on  the  cleanup.  When  we  first 
came  up  with  it,  somebody  suggested  to  us  that  that  was  the 
health  care  plan  from  last  year.  I  think  there  are  some  similarities 
to  it,  but  at  any  rate,  one  small  part  of  the  budget. 

The  advisory  boards  are  asking  for  more  money  but,  obviously, 
just  because  of  going  through  all  of,  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  come 
up  with  any  advice,  I  guess,  because  of  the  convolution.  At  any 
rate,  there  is  an  area  where  we  think  the  level  of  funding  ought 
to  be.  And  we  will,  as  we  get  closer  and  closer  going  through  our 
deregulatory  process  we  will  share  that  with  you,  because  I  think 
that  is  what  we  have  to  do  have. 

There  was  an  article  in  our  local  paper  from  the  Department  of 
Energy,  and  they  said  by  privatization  we  can  actually  save  jobs 
out  in  Hanford  and  that  is  what  I  am  interested  in  and  that  is 
what  the  people  in  Hanford  are  interested  in.  We  want  to  work 
with  you  very  much  on  that. 

In  conjunction  with  that,  there  is  an  environmental  and  molecu- 
lar science  laboratory  that  is  operated  by  Battelle  that  is  very  im- 
portant. It  was  authorized  and  appropriated  dollars  for  in  the  last 
Congress,  two  congresses  ago,  I  believe.  It  is  the  number  one  DOE 
lab.  It  is  the  one  that  has  the  technology  trying  to  develop  the 
cleanup.  And  so  I  would  encourage  that  funding  to  continue  on. 

A  couple  of  other  ones  that  do  not  deal  with  Hanford  is  the  Yak- 
ima River  Basin,  it  is  a  Bureau  of  Land.  The  authorization  bill  was 
passed  last  time.  They  are  only  asking  for  $3.2  million  this  year 
to  get  on,  which  will  eventually  lead — we  had  a  drought  there  for 
the  last  five  years  and  so  now  is  the  time  to  act  on  that. 

I  mentioned  there  were  some  areas  that  we  could  save  some 
money.  One  of  them  is  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration  debt 
restructuring.  That  is  one  of  the  PMAs  that  people  are  looking  at. 
Bonneville  is  unique  because  that  area  relies  on  Bonneville  for  80 
percent  of  the  power.  However  in  the  past  they  have  had  a  statu- 
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torily  low  interest  rate  to  borrow  funds.  BPA  wants  to  restructure 
that  as  a  result,  part  of  what  the  bill  that  I  introduced  would  pay 
the  Federal  Government  back  $100  million  immediately  and  $45 
million  over  five  years,  so  it  is  a  payback  to  you  but  leaves  BPA 
somewhat  whole. 

And  last  I  want  to  mention  one  other  area.  GSA  has  a  Federal 
building  in  my  district.  They  propose  to  spend  $24  million  to  up- 
grade a  building  that  30  years  ago  cost  $8  million.  Frankly  this  is 
again  not  under  the  purview  of  your  committee  but  you  ought  to 
be  aware  of  it.  I  have  a  real  problem  seeing  us  in  a  down  time 
spending  $24  million  to  upgrade  when  over  half  the  cost  is  asbestos 
abatement  and  the  asbestos  is  fine  as  long  as  you  don't  touch  it. 
At  any  rate,  it  falls  into  the  category  of  nice  to  have  but  not  nec- 
essarily something  we  need  to  do. 

I  will  just  put  that  on  the  board  and  suggest  to  you  that  I  appre- 
ciate working  with  you  and  as  we  get  closer  on  this  deregulation, 
we  will  let  you  know  where  we  think  a  level — and  we  will  advise 
you  where  we  think  a  good  level  would  be  on  the  Hanford  area. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hastings  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  DOC  HASTINGS  (R-WA) 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 
MARCH  23,  1995 
Mr.  Chairman: 

I  greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today. 

I  represent  the  4th  Congressional  District  of  Washington  State,  which  runs  from  the  peak  of  the 
Cascades  east  across  the  central  portion  of  the  state.   My  district  is  the  home  to  the  vast  majority  of 
Washington  apples,  to  85%  of  the  world's  hops,  and  to  asparagus,  wheat,  peaches,  cherries,  and  vast 
stretches  of  harvestable  timber,  to  mention  but  a  few.   My  district  is  also  home  to  much  of  the  mighty 
Columbia  River  system,  which  provides  water  for  our  crops,  salmon  and  steelhead  for  our  fishermen, 
and  power  to  the  Northwest,  to  British  Columbia,  and  to  Canada.    Finally,  I  also  represent  the  Tri-Cities 
area,  which  is  home  to  the  Hanford  Department  of  Energy  Site. 

I  have  two  categories  of  requests  for  the  Subcommittee  today.    First,  there  are  several  projects  in 
my  district  which  I  believe  deserve  your  continued  support.    But  I  would  also  like  to  mention  several 
projects  which  I  believe  could  be  reduced  in  order  to  cut  government  spending  and  reduce  the  size  of 
our  budget  deficit. 

REQUESTS: 

o   Hanford  Environmental  Cleanup:    For  more  than  fifty  years,  my  district  has  been  home  to  the  single 
largest  weapons  and  energy  production  site  in  the  nation.    In  fact,  Hanford  encompasses  more  than  560 
square  miles,  larger  than  most  counties.    Established  in  1943  as  a  part  of  the  Manhattan  Project,  Hanford 
produced  much  of  the  nation's  weapons  grade  plutonium  used  in  our  nuclear  deterrent.    My  constituents 
sacrificed  much  to  contribute  to  the  effort  to  win  the  Cold  War.   They  worked  for  years  shrouded  in 
secrecy,  at  great  risk  to  their  health  in  order  to  support  our  national  defense. 

Now  the  Cold  War  is  over.    Nuclear  production  at  the  Hanford  has  come  to  an  end.    Yet  the 
legacy  of  this  effort  lives  on.    Hanford  is  home  to  more  than  61  million  gallons  of  hazardous  nuclear  and 
chemical  wastes  stored  in  1 77  gigantic  underground  storage  tanks.   The  site  also  holds  thousands  of 
spent  fuel  rods,  which  are  stored  in  giant  concrete  pools  only  a  hundred  or  so  yards  from  the  Columbia 
River.    It  is  critical  to  note  that  these  fuel  rods  were  intended  to  be  stored  in  the  basins  for  1 5  to  20 
days.    Instead,  they  have  been  there  15  to  25  years,  and  now  pose  enormous  risks  to  the  fragile 
Columbia  ecosystem. 

Other  environmental  problems  also  persist.    Hundreds  of  millions  of  gallons  of  contaminated 
water  were  literally  poured  right  into  the  ground  over  the  years.    Much  of  this  soil-as  well  as  the 
groundwater  below  it-is  now  contaminated.    And  much  waste  that  was  buried  for  "safe  keeping"  is  now 
degrading,  posing  further  risks  to  environmental  or  human  health  and  safety. 

The  cleanup  program  is  critical  and  it  is  immense.  Because  many  of  the  wastes  are  even  now 
eating  away  at  their  storage  containers,  we  must  address  these  problems  as  quickly  and  efficiently  as 
possible. 

Unfortunately,  the  cleanup  to  date  has  been  plagued  by  overregulation,  bureaucratic  delay,  and 
an  explosion  in  costs.  Some  of  this  is  due  to  the  fact  that  Hanford's  mission  changed  almost  overnight. 
After  focussing  almost  entirely  on  weapons  and  energy  production  for  more  than  forty  years,  Hanford's 
mission  was  turned  upside  down  in  only  a  few  short  years.    Environmental  cleanup  became  its  main 
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focus.    And  many  of  the  laws  governing  the  cleanup  simply  did  not  fit  the  tasks  at  hand. 

Keep  in  mind,  the  three  primary  federal  statutes  governing  cleanup  were  not  written  for  federal 
facilities.    RCRA,  CERCLA,  and  NEPA  were  designed  to  govern  cleanup  of  private  sector  waste  problems. 
It  was  only  recently  that  each  was  applied  to  federal  sites.    In  addition,  CERCLA  and  RCRA  also  require 
that  all  other  state,  local,  or  federal  cleanup  standards  apply  to  each  cleanup.    And  DOE  is  not  the  only 
body    involved  in  cleanup  at  Hanford.    The  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  Washington  State 
Department  of  Ecology,  the  Washington  State  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  the  Defense  Nuclear 
Facilities  Safety  Board,  and  numerous  other  agencies,  departments,  and  officials  all  have  jurisdiction  at 
Hanford.    All  told,  there  are  more  than  55  federal  environmental  laws,  nearly  a  dozen  state  laws,  1,300 
Department  of  Energy  Orders,  and  countless  court  orders  governing  cleanup.    It's  not  surprising  then, 
that  Tom  Crumbly,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Energy  for  Environmental  Management,  has  noted  that 
cleanup  efforts  at  Hanford  are  up  to  40%  more  expensive  than  at  private  sites-and  we  all  know  how 
inefficient  private  superfund  cleanups  have  been. 

This  leads  us  to  a  simple  conclusion:    We  must  streamline  the  cleanup  process.    Nearly  everyone 
agrees  with  this  point.    The  workers,  the  regulators,  the  state,  the  local  governments,  the  environmental 
groups,  and  the  elected  officials.    We  must  get  a  grip  on  the  cost  of  the  cleanup. 

These  efforts  have  already  begun.    Last  year,  Hanford  employed  nearly  18,000  workers  to 
supervise,  maintain,  and  cleanup  the  wastes.    President  Clinton's  Department  of  Energy  wants  to  scale 
this  back  to  approximately  13,500-a  cut  of  more  than  25%  in  one  vear.   The  Department  also  wants  to 
cut  the  budget,  reducing  total  environmental  management  funding  from  the  fiscal  1995  level  of  $1,514 
billion,  to  $1,364  billion.    This  cut  will  be  devastating.    It  will  delay  the  cleanup,  and  thus,  ultimately 
drive  up  the  cost. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  we  in  Central  Washington  are  averse  to  doing  our  part  for  deficit 
reduction.    I  personally  believe  that  we  can  reduce  spending  at  Hanford  without  damaging  our  cleanup 
efforts  or  endangering  the  livelihoods  of  the  many  skilled  experts  working  in  the  area.    But  the 
Department  has  put  the  proverbial  cart  before  the  horse.    It  has  proceeded  with  drastic  reductions  in 
spending  and  in  the  workforce,  before  determining  how  to  streamline  the  process.    Our  task  is  to  do  the 
heavy  lifting  that  the  Department  chose  to  delay. 

My  efforts  in  this  regard  are  two-fold.    First,  I  believe  that  we  must  take  advantage  of  private 
sector  expertise  to  clean  up  these  wastes.    This  week,  I  will  introduce  legislation  which  will  give  the 
Secretary  the  authoritv  to  enter  into  long  term  contracts  to  remediate  wastes  at  the  site.   This  is 
particularly  important  for  certain  projects,  especially  for  vitrification  of  low  and  high  level  wastes  stored 
in  the  177  tanks  at  Hanford.    The  Department  is  strongly  in  support  of  privatization  efforts,  and 
Department  experts  helped  draft  our  bill.    In  fact,  DOE's  Assistant  Secretary  Tom  Crumbly  noted  just  this 
past  week  that:  "Privatization  is  the  way  to  go.    The  current  approach  has  brought  us  mediocrity." 

Second,  we  must  streamline  the  cleanup.    There  is  too  much  red  tape,  too  much  bureaucracy, 
and  too  much  overhead  at  Hanford.    In  the  next  two  weeks,  I  will  introduce  legislation  allowing  for  an 
expedited  cleanup  process  that  will  protect  our  workers'  health  and  speed  up  cleanup  of  our  devastated 
environment  at  DOE  sites. 

Our  bill  would  eliminate  duplicative  environmental  assessments  that  are  forced  when  both  NEPA 
and  CERCLA  apply  to  the  same  project.  It  will  eliminate  the  duplicative  jurisdiction  of  the  Department's 
Office  of  Environmental  Safety  and  Health  and  the  Defense  Nuclear  Facilities  Safety  Board.  It  will  limit 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  reviews.    One  such  review  took  six  years  and  cost  $1  million  to  tear 
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down  a  small  storage  shed.    It  will  incorporate  many  of  the  excellent  changes  included  in  last  year's 
H.R.  3800,  which  updated  the  Superfund  Act.    In  sum,  it  will  bring  some  common  sense  to  our  cleanup. 

I  ask  your  support  for  these  privatization  and  streamlining  efforts.    1  ask  specifically  that  you  work 
with  me  to  eliminate  the  so<alled  budget  "stovepipes"  which  prevent  site  managers  from  using  funding 
in  the  most  efficient  and  effective  manner  possible.    And  I  ask  that  you  consider  providing  adequate 
funding  this  next  year  so  that  we  do  not  end  up  delaying  our  efforts  to  clean  up  this  toxic  waste.   I 
pledge  to  work  with  the  Subcommittee  to  help  determine  what  this  level  should  be. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  important  to  note  that  the  leading  constituent  group-the  organization  which 
has  been  designated  by  the  Department  as  a  key  representative  to  speak  for  the  local  communities 
regarding  Hanford  issues-is  strongly  behind  these  efforts,  especially  streamlining  of  conflicting 
environmental  procedures,  privatization,  decentralization,  and  management  flexibility.   The  Tri-City 
Industrial  Development  Council-or  TRIDEC-  has  worked  closely  with  this  Subcommittee  in  past  years  to 
ensure  that  Environmental  Management  programs  are  adequately  funded  to  ensure  safety  and  the 
cleanup  and  stabilization  of  key  Hanford  projects,  such  as  the  tanks  and  the  K-Basins.   TRIDEC  has  also 
expressed  their  support  for  efforts  to  effectively  merge  the  management  and  operations  contractor-or  M 
&  O-with  the  construction  contractor.    This  has  resulted  in  quicker  decision  making,  efficiency  of 
operations,  and-most  importantly-better  site  safety.    Finally,  TRIDEC  and  the  elected  local  officials 
would  urge  that  the  Subcommittee  work  with  us  to  ensure  local  primacy  over  future  land  use  decisions. 
I  would  also  like  to  ask  that  TRIDEC  be  allowed  to  submit  written  testimony  to  the  Subcommittee  further 
outlining  their  views. 

o   I  also  want  to  mention  the  funding  for  the  Environmental  Molecular  Sciences  Laboratory.   The 
Administration  has  requested  $50  million  for  fiscal  1996  with  the  remainder  for  completion  of  the 
project  to  be  contained  in  fiscal  1997.    The  goal  of  EMSL  is  consistent  with  the  environmental  mission  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest  Laboratory  and  compliments  the  recommendations  of  the  Calvin  Report  regarding 
utilization  of  the  scientific  capabilities  at  the  national  laboratories.    The  Pacific  Northwest  Laboratory  is 
the  only  Department  of  Energy  laboratory  whose  primary  mission  is  environmental  sciences.   EMSL  will 
offer  scientists  from  around  the  world,  and  around  the  Department  of  Energy  system,  a  compliment  of 
laboratory  equipment  to  help  understand  the  complex  technical  problems  associated  with  environmental 
remediation  and  developing  scientific-based  solutions.    I  strongly  support  the  budget  request  of  $50 
million  in  order  to  provide  us  with  the  capability  to  yield  scientific  and  economic  benefits  far  in  excess 
of  the  initial  cost  of  constructing  this  research  center.   Reducing  the  cost  of  environmental  technologies 
that  are  available  today  through  innovation  is  one  of  the  primary  outputs  of  EMSL. 

o   There  are  several  other  smaller  programs  which  are  essential.    First,  the  Hazardous  Materials 
Management  and  Emergency  Response  Program-or  HAMMER  program-will  train  experts  in  reacting  to 
hazardous  waste  emergencies  which  are  bound  to  occur  as  we  deal  with  this  toxic  problem  over  the 
next  30  years.   The  Administration  has  requested  the  final  $15  million  for  construction  of  the  facility.   I 
support  the  request.    I  also  support  the  Administration's  request  for  the  Laser  Interferometer  Groundwave 
Observatory  or  LIGO-although  I  know  that  the  program  is  funded  through  the  National  Science 
Foundation  in  the  VA/HUD  Subcommittee-and  funding  for  job  transition  and  training  programs  for  those 
workers  who  will  lose  their  jobs  because  of  the  President's  cutbacks  in  environmental  cleanup. 

o  Water  Resources  Issues: 

o  Also  very  important  to  Central  Washington  is  expeditious  implementation  of  the  Yakima  Basin 

Enhancement  Act.    Authorizing  legislation  for  this  project  passed  both  houses  of  Congress  last  year  and 
was  signed  into  law  by  President  Clinton. 
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This  Bureau  of  Reclamation  project  is  designed  to  improve  irrigation  efficiency  along  the  Yakima 
River.    The  Yakima  Project  delivers  irrigation  water  to  approximately  462,000  acres  of  land  along  a  200 
mile  stretch  of  the  Yakima  River  in  Central  Washington.    This  has  been  of  extraordinary  benefit  to  the 
Yakima  Basin  area,  which  is  economically  dependent  on  agriculture,  producing  over  $760  million  in 
products  per  year.    Because  the  area  is  extremely  dry,  receiving  as  little  as  10  inches  of  rain  per  year,  the 
Yakima  Basin  has  historically  depended  on  large  amounts  of  irrigated  water. 

In  recent  years,  a  deteriorating  water  supply  both  in  quality  and  quantity,  has  threatened  not  only 
the  basin's  commercial  agriculture  and  food  processing  industries,  but  also  fish,  wildlife,  timber,  tourism 
and  recreation  within  the  community.  An  outdated  80-year  old  reservoir  system  no  longer  meets  today's 
demands.  Although  the  basin  received  above  average  rainfall  last  fall,  water  deliveries  and  reservoir 
storage  were  just  37  percent  of  capacity,  last  year.  The  162,000  acre-feet  in  storage  represents  the  fourth 
lowest  level  recorded  in  61  years.  In  addition,  insufficient  water  supplies  have  also  led  to  depleted 
salmon  runs  and  declining  water  quality. 

The  Yakima  Basin  Enhancement  Project  is  an  economically  and  environmentally  sensible  solution 
to  this  problem.    In  addition,  to  calling  for  funding  to  augment  storage  capacity  at  a  number  of 
reservoirs,  the  legislation  provides  funds  for  the  purchase  and  lease  of  land  and  water  rights  for  instream 
flows  to  improve  fish  survival.    It  also  sets  a  specific  goal  of  conserving  at  least  40,000  acre-feet  of  water 
per  year  within  four  years  and  1 10,000  acre-feet  within  eight  years. 

This  project  has  the  overwhelming  support  of  the  local  community  including  the  Yakama  Indian 
Nation,  agricultural  producers,  environmental  groups,  business  and  financial  institutions,  utilities,  and 
local  schools.    It  also  has  strong  bipartisan  backing  in  Congress.    While  this  project  is  a  multi-year  effort, 
the  initial  funding  request  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  is  $3.2  million.    I  urge  this  Subcommittee  to  accept  this 
request. 

o  Another  item  that  I  would  like  to  bring  to  this  Subcommittee's  attention  is  the  effort  of  the 

Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho  delegations  to  refinance  Bonneville  Power's  debt.    I  have  already 
introduced  legislation  which  would  clarify  the  uncertainty  surrounding  the  future  of  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  (BPA)  and  ensure  its  ability  to  provide  inexpensive  and  safe  electric  power  for  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

My  legislation  raises  the  interest  rate  paid  by  BPA  on  its  current  government  debt  from  3.4  to 
6.7%.    To  cover  the  cost  of  refinancing,  BPA  will  pay  $100  million  to  the  U.S.  Treasury.    In  return  for 
accepting  a  small  increase  in  rates  up  front,  BPA  customers  would  be  protected  from  future  rate  hikes. 

By  eliminating  exposure  to  such  increases,  this  legislation  substantially  improves  the  ability  of 
BPA  to  maintain  its  customer  base.   At  the  same  time,  the  legislation  provides  a  framework  for  BPA  to 
make  timely  and  full  payments  to  the  U.S.  Treasury.    Because  the  bill  causes  both  BPA's  rates  and  its 
cash  transfers  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  to  increase,  it  is  a  net  benefit  to  the  U.S.  taxpayer  and  would  reduce 
the  deficit  bv  $45  million  over  five  years  and  $100  billion  overall. 

I  bring  this  matter  to  the  subcommittee's  attention  not  because  my  proposal  needs  federal  funds. 
On  the  contrary,  because  BPA  refinancing  is  a  net  gain  to  the  U.S.  Treasury,  I  would  hope  this 
committee  could  support  this  plan. 

o   I  also  strongly  support  the  South  Columbia  Irrigation  District's  request  for  an  additional  $875,000  to 
complete  drainage  inventory  and  forecast.   The  Columbia  Basin  project  repayment  contracts  include 
federal  construction  of  a  drainage  system  that  is  necessary  to  protect  the  Columbia  Basin  Project  farm 
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lands  and  maintain  their  productivity. 

Completion  of  the  drainage  system  along  this  25  mile  stretch  of  buried  drains  is  essential  to 
assure  a  sustainable  irrigation  project  that  will  be  able  to  meet  its  federal  repayment  obligations  and 
generate  the  project's  intended  social,  environmental,  and  economic  benefits.    Once  this  inventory  is 
completed,  local  irrigation  districts  and  the  local  Bureau  of  Reclamation  office  will  be  able  to  expedite 
work  and  reduce  federal  overhead  burden  to  complete  the  drainage  system-saving  valuable  tax  dollars 
in  the  long  run. 

o  Another  concern  that  I  would  like  this  subcommittee  to  examine  is  a  recent  proposal  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  stop  providing  emergency  91 1  dispatch  services  to  the  four  county  region  surrounding 
Grand  Coulee  Dam.   A  number  of  my  constituents  from  this  area  have  expressed  concern  on  this  issue. 
The  BOR  has  provided  the  dispatch  service  to  these  communities  located  around  the  dam  since  its 
construction. 

While  I  understand  the  Bureau's  efforts  to  reduce  costs  and  overhead,  I  would  hope  this 
subcommittee  would  look  at  Grand  Coulee's  unique  situation  and  the  valuable  safety  protections  that 
the  911  service  provides  there.    In  addition  to  facing  $12  million  in  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  compliance 
fees,  the  area  is  surrounded  by  federal  land  and  consequently  suffers  from  lack  of  an  adequate  property 
tax  base.    For  these  reasons,  the  four  county  area  would  have  a  difficult  time  providing  these  urgent  and 
necessary  services  which  include  ambulance,  police,  firefighters,  and  highway  patrol.    I  urge  this 
subcommittee  to  ensure  that  the  $200,000  it  costs  to  operate  this  system  be  included  in  its  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  budget. 

PROPOSED  CUTS: 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  we  all  need  to  make  tough  choices  if  we  are  to  get  our  budget  situation 
under  control.     I  would  like  to  summarize  a  few  projects  in  my  district  which  may  be  able  to  be 
delayed,  or  which  should  be  reduced. 

o  The  above  mentioned  BPA  refinancing  bill  would  bring  in  $45  million  over  a  five  year  period  to  use 
for  deficit  reduction. 

o   Another  area  where  reductions  in  spending  must  take  place  is  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  water 
spreading  budget.    In  recent  years,  the  Bureau  has  attempted  to  restrict  and  even  eliminate  the  use  of  so- 
called  "unauthorized"  irrigation  water  from  federal  projects  in  Central  Washington. 

This  practice,  commonly  referred  to  as  water  spreading,  has  resulted  from  the  fact  that  our 
irrigation  districts  in  Central  Washington  are  returning  hundreds  of  thousands  of  acre  feet  of  water  per 
year  back  to  the  Columbia  River  through  irrigation  district  wasteway  and  other  technological 
advancements.    With  increased  irrigation  technology  and  the  change  to  Pressurized  Sprinkler  Systems, 
30  percent  water  savings  are  common.    At  the  same  time.  Pressurized  Irrigation  Systems  have  enabled 
Central  Washington  irrigators  to  efficiently  water  land  at  any  elevation. 

These  additional  acres  being  irrigated  with  saved  surplus  water,  better  known  as  Water  Service 
Contracts  (WSO,  were  applied  for  by  local  farm  families  and  granted  by  the  Irrigation  districts  with  the 
full  support  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.    It  is  incomprehensible  to  me  that  this  agency  would  now 
turn  around  and  renege  on  its  original  commitments  to  our  farmers  without  providing  adequate 
compensation. 
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The  total  withdrawal  from  the  Columbia  River  for  agricultural  purposes  is  now  3  percent. 
Restricting  an  additional  1/2  of  1  percent  to  prevent  so  called  water  spreading  will  have  no  meaningful 
effect  on  the  survival  of  salmon  on  the  Columbia  River.     However,  such  a  policy  will  have  a  devastating 
impact  on  Franklin,  Grant,  Benton,  and  Adams  Counties,  which  are  heavily  dependent  economically  on 
agriculture.    The  BOR's  efforts  to  eliminate  water  spreading  is  precisely  the  kind  of  misguided  policy  that 
must  be  subjected  to  a  thorough  cost-benefit  analysis.    I  urge  this  subcommittee  to  include  specific 
language  that  would  prevent  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  from  using  funds  to  restrict  this  practice. 

o   I  realize  that  this  next  issue  will  be  addressed  partly  by  another  Subcommittee,  but  I  believe  that  it  is 
worth  mentioning  since  it  directly  affects  the  DOE.   The  Department  of  Energy  is  working  with  the 
General  Services  Administration  to  remodel  the  Richland  Federal  Building.    The  original  cost  to  build  the 
structure  in  1963  was  $8.2  million.    The  Administration  now  proposes  to  sp)end  $25.6  million  to 
upgrade  the  facility.    Certain  modifications  and  repairs,  including  a  new  roof  and  handicapped  access 
may  be  necessary.    But  the  proposal  includes  $10  million  for  asbestos  abatement-and  I  am  told  that  the 
existing  asbestos  poses  no  significant  health  risks.    In  addition,  there  is  much  talk  about  reducing  the 
DOE  bureaucracy,  which  will  certainly  be  possible  if  we  move  forward  with  the  privatization  and 
streamlining  proposals  I  have  outlined.    Thus,  the  need  for  such  a  large  and  expensive  structure  is  in 
question. 

o    Finally,  over  the  past  several  years,  the  Department  of  Energy  has  created  site  specific  "advisory 
boards"  made  of  individuals  not  only  from  the  affected  communities,  but  also  from  hundreds  of  miles 
away.    The  Boards  serve  primarily  as  a  sounding  board  or  a  debating  society,  and  occasionally  make 
recommendations  for  certain  cost  savings.    I  understand  that  the  original  budget  target  for  these  groups 
was  to  be  approximately  $250,000  a  year.    The  Hanford  Advisory  Board  has,  unfortunately,  allowed  its 
budget  to  soar  out  of  control.    Last  October,  the  Board  expected  to  spend  approximately  $1.4  million  for 
fiscal  1995.    In  its  latest  revision,  however,  the  Board  is  now  asking  for  $1.6  million  for  the  year.   Most 
of  these  funds-approximately  $600,000-is  for  consultants  or  "facilitators"  who  provide  staff  support  for 
the  organization.    This  is  unacceptable.    At  the  same  time  that  we  are  cutting  cleanup  funding  and 
throwing  our  site  employees  out  of  work,  we  simply  cannot  allow  the  Advisory  Board  to  continue  spend 
without  restraint.    I  understand  that  the  Department  is  considering  asking  the  Board  to  cap  its  spending 
at  approximately  $500,000  to  $600,000.    I  would  support  this  effort  to  reduce  spending  in  this  manner. 

CONCLUSION: 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  consider  these  various  suggestions.    I 
also  want  to  thank  your  staff,  particularly  Jeanie  Wilson,  who  has  been  especially  responsive  to  our 
requests  for  information.    I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  over  the  coming  weeks  and  months  on 
these  important  issues. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Your  charts  are  indicative  of  what  hap- 
pens so  often  in  the  country.  We  just  get  bogged  down  with  regula- 
tion and  those  all  cost  the  consumer  too. 

Mr.  Hastings.  They  absolutely  do,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  frustra- 
tion particularly  for  the  workers  out  at  the  Hanford  site  because 
it  seems  they  are  moving  paper  and  not  getting  anything  done. 
There  is  frustration  there. 

Mr.  Myers.  Did  you  read  the  Galvin  report  where  up  to  40  per- 
cent of  the  cost  of  environmental  management  is  administrative 
cost? 

Mr.  Hastings.  And  that  is  a  classic  example  of  that  too.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  stand  adjourned  until  10  o'clock 
Tuesday  morning. 
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